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Lessons From A Life: 

Reflections Upon The Accomplishments Of 
Alma Elizabeth Louise Obrecht Schwartz 


Alma Elizabeth Louise Obrecht Schwartz, known as 
"Louise" to her friends and as "Mama Weeze" to her family, 
was bom November 9, 1910 in Sykesville, Maryland to 
Charles Lrederick and Clausina Obrecht. Her siblings 
included her brothers Phillip, George, and Carl and her 
sisters Anna and Carlyn. 

Prom her earliest days, Louise lived a life of Christian 
service to family, friends, and those around her. Poremost 
among these tasks was her profession as wife and mother. 

She and her husband Cleveland Schwartz, affectionately 
known as "Pete", met through the auspices of the Methodist 
Church they both attended in Gaithersburg, Maryland. As a 
young man, Pete admired her from afar as she came into 
church. Their hearts began to connect at a youth group 
picnic when Pete offered to take her home at the end of the 
festivities. 

Pete was so smitten with her charm, beauty, and grace 
that he proposed marriage on their second date. Being the 
more reserved of the two, it took her four years of courtship 
to make a decision. But it would be a loving marriage that 
would last nearly 63 years and no doubt a friendship that 
will last throughout eternity as both were devoted followers 
of the Lord Jesus Christ. 

Louise came as closest as humanly possible to being the 
ideal woman depicted in Proverbs 31, standing loyally by 
Pete throughout the tragedies and triumphs of this life while 
raising her children in the fear and admonition of the Lord. 
Louise was masterful in mustering the energy needed to 
administrate a happy and efficient home. 
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Pete and Louise are no doubt today enjoying their eternal 
reward for their sincere love of Jesus Christ and God's 
Word. Pete and Louise often delved into their own humble 
resources to promote the Gospel message. 

The couple regularly donated tracts to Calvary Baptist 
Church in Bowie, Maryland. They also helped to provide 
for the church's organ. They purchased American and 
Christian flags to be placed by the pulpit there in memory 
of their son Boyd who preceded his parents into eternity. 
Pete and Louise were especially close to the ministries of 
the Rev. Mike Bashoor of Calvary Baptist Church in Bowie 
and Evangelist Jack Green of Greenville, South Carolina, 
counting these two servants of God among their closest 
friends and helping them in various ways. 

Despite her quiet demeanor, Louise was not without wit 
and humor. Frogs became her signature animal as she 
would say she was as fine as frog hair. Her observations 
about life were characterized by rare insight: "Do you know 
what they do in Alaska when it snows? They let it snow." 

Louise was also an observant cultural commentator. Of 
the latest trends, fads, and innovations to beset society, she 
would quip, "That's as modem as tomorrow morning's 
newspaper." Having lived during the days of the Great 
Depression and knowing a bit about hardship, her favorite 
economic maxim was, "Eat it up, wear it out, or do 
without." 

But perhaps her greatest counsel of all was her 
encouragement to lay the problems of life at the foot of the 
Cross. Advice she took to heart as she was seldom but 
momentarily fazed by life's most shocking events. 

Louise's natural humility belied a sophistication born of 
her childhood and adolescence transpiring just years after 
the close of the Victorian Era. Louise knew with what fork 
to eat what delicacy, but was just as content drinking ice 
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water from a reused yogurt cup and eating a canned ham 
sandwich. Yet her cooking skills were renowned. 

As the daughter of a baker, Louise knew her breads and 
pastries. Her children would return home from school 
many afternoons delighted by the sweet aromas emanating 
from her kitchen. Her carrot salad will be sorely missed by 
all those who tasted of it; but Pete is no doubt once again 
enjoying her chipped-beef gravy that he so relished. 

Louise Schwartz could not help but touch the lives of 
those she came in contact. To some such as her daughter 
Bonnie, she taught the importance of being a devoted 
mother. To her grandsons Frederick and Carl, she was both 
a friend you could joke around with and a link to the 
wisdom of the past. Her stare alone could set an errant 
child straight, but there was also a love in her eyes that 
drew youngsters to her. To her son-in-law Leroy, she was 
like a mother whose own mother was far away. 

And up until her final moments upon this earth, Louise 
was herself a living lesson in the strength of quiet patience. 
Even a number of hospital nurses came to admire and adore 
her strength of character and wept regarding what awaited 
her. 

James 4:14 says, "Whereas ye know not what shall be on 
the morrow. For what is your life? It is even a vapour, that 
appeareth for a little time and then vanisheth away." In 
May of 2003 none of us knew what the future held for 
Louise Schwartz. Many of us probably assumed she was 
nearly indestructible and would easily make it to 100. 
Psalms 90:10 reminds us of the average human life, “The 
days of our years are threescore and ten; and if by reason of 
strength they be fourscore years, yet in their strength labour 
and sorrow; for it is soon cut off and we fly away.” 

By the grace of God, Louise was blessed to have 
experienced a life longer than that of many of the strongest 
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among us. She has now gone on to enjoy the fruit of her 
labors undertaken out of her love for Jesus Christ who 
offers this gift of salvation freely to all who ask for it by 
confessing their sins and believing in His death upon the 
Cross and resurrection from the dead as the only suitable 
payment for the remission of each of our transgressions. 

Those of us who now mourn the passing of our dear 
Louise and remember the passing of her beloved Pete four 
years prior and who also share in their same precious faith 
do not weep out of despair that we will never see them 
again. Rather the tears flow for ourselves like someone 
who has had a dear friend move away that we will not see 
for what to us will seem like a longtime. But in the scope 
of eternity, we will be reunited with those like Pete and 
Louise in what will end up being a mere few seconds if we 
call upon the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and be saved. 

Bonnie Jo Schwartz Meekins 
(8/17/44 - 4/23/17) 

Of Bonnie Jo Schwartz Meekins, her mother Alma 
Elizabeth Louise Obrecht Schwartz said that she wore her 
heart on her sleeve. With such a disposition, Bonnie 
experienced both the blessings and burdens characteristic of 
those that encounter emotions intensely. 

Bom as the middle child to a family consisting of an 
older and a younger brother, at times Bonnie could not help 
feeling overlooked. However, as the decades went by, 
Bonnie would grow to become the pillar that her parents 
Lousie and Cleveland Schwartz would rely upon through 
the assorted trials of life. Among those ranked a traffic 
accident that took the life of their son Clifton Boyd 
Schwartz which profoundly impacted the family in 
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numerous ways from that point forward. 

Assorted frailties plague this life as existence draws to its 
conclusion in this realm and the individual prepares for its 
continuation in the next. Bonnie came to accept Christ as 
Lord and Savior as a child as her parents were faithful 
believers that attended a variety of Methodist and Baptist 
churches. To this day, Bonnie retained a number of nativity 
figurines that she painted in vacation Bible school. Every 
year these cherished relics were displayed around the family 
Christmas tree. 

Even as an adolescent barely of junior high school age, 
Bonnie was allowed to oversee the church nursery with 
little adult supervision. Though startled at first, parents 
soon realized that their precious treasures were in good 
hands. For Bonnie from her earliest days felt a calling and 
vocation regarding the care of children. 

Often life can be a profound struggle for the 
exceptionally tenderhearted even if to outside onlookers the 
circumstances do not appear to be particularly difficult. 

With her childhood in the Postwar years of the mid 20 th 
century, Bonnie grew up in a time when those best 
described as ordinary by the standards of the world were not 
necessarily deemed worthy of nurture or encouragement by 
those in authority. Bonnie enjoyed elementary school 
where a teacher confided in her mother how she wished all 
of the children were as behaved as Bonnie. However, 
junior high and high school were not so much her 
proverbial cup of tea. For even back then the sensitive 
observer was aware of the permissiveness beginning to take 
root in the public education system. 

Bonnie struggled but persevered, graduating from high 
school in 1962. Eventually she obtained employment at the 
local branch of the G.C. Murphy Company dime store. 

Some accused Bonnie of selling her self short. And perhaps 
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she did. However, commercial development and public 
infrastructure were not as widespread in those days. Yet the 
decision to work there would forever alter the path of her 
life. 

It was at G.C. Murphy's that Bonnie would master a 
variety of business skills, particularly in relation to cash 
flow. Through acquiring these skills, Bonnie experienced a 
degree of psychological vindication upon one day seeing an 
exceptionally cruel teacher passing through the store that 
during her high school days took particular delight in 
mentally tormenting her and flunked her in a General 
Business course even though the only part of the class she 
actually failed was the typing requirement she had not been 
informed about during her initial enrollment. Bonnie 
reflected upon how she at that point was running an 
indispensable aspect of this commercial operation despite 
this alleged educator's assessment of her. After all, those 
who can, do; those who cannot, teach. 

But more importantly, it was through her employment at 
G.C. Murphy that Bonnie would meet her future husband 
Jewell Leroy Meekins. He was also employed there as a 
part time evening custodian following the completion of his 
daily duties at the U.S. National Arboretum. Given his 
whispy, malnourished appearance at the time, Bonnie 
initially did not pay him much mind as they had not been 
formally introduced. Bonnie was introduced to Jewell 
Leroy Meekins through Bonnie's coworker from whom 
Leroy rented a room as his abode. 

Initially their meeting was based on somewhat of a 
deception perpetrated by the somewhat elderly couple 
masterminding it. Both Bonnie and Leroy were duped into 
thinking it was rather the other party more enthusiastic 
about going out together. However, that which might have 
commenced as less than honest but not from the fault of 



Bonnie nor Leroy, grew into sincere friendship and 
admiration. 

Eventually, Bonnie overcame any misgivings about 
Leroy's slightly malnourished size 28 physique. For he was 
well on the way of being fattened thanks in part to regularly 
eating meals set aside for him by Bonnie's mother Louise 
because the elderly couple with whom Leroy boarded 
would either eat for themselves all the food Leroy stored in 
the couple's refrigerator or only provided him with 
scambled eggs and pancakes on a regular basis. 

Bonnie and Leroy were married on Dec. 16, 1972, a date 
which Leroy could seldom keep straight in his mind but the 
solemnity of which he would honor everyday of his life as a 
faithful husband, father, and provider. Very few people 
have walked this earth as dedicated to family as Bonnie and 
Leroy. With the birth of their first son Frederick in early 
1974, Bonnie henceforth devoted her time and efforts 
towards being a wife and mother inside the home. In that 
arena, she exemplified a number of the traits characteristic 
of the idealized Proverbs 31 woman. Bonnie always rose 
well before the sun to ensure that breakfasts were made, 
lunches packed, and that the remainder of the family were 
where they were needed on time. 

Bonnie and Leroy were humble people of modest means. 
Though each worked hard with Leroy as a landscape 
gardener and heavy equipment operator with the 
Department of Agriculture and Bonnie in the home 
overseeing the family as well as her parents as they aged, all 
that the couple could provide went for the sake of the 
children. For despite never having owned a new car that 
had just rolled off the assembly line, the latest fashions or a 
dwelling of a luxurious size, Bonnie and Leroy did provide 
their sons Frederick and Carl with Christian school and 
college educations. Not only did Bonnie and Leroy make 
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this sacrifice in terms of their finances but also in terms of 
time and devotion. For whereas most parents would have 
carried on in pursuit of their own hobbies, recreational 
endeavors, and career aspirations, Leroy and especially 
Bonnie took an active role in seeing that the children's 
assignments were completed no matter how intense or 
asinine. 

Bonnie ranked among the foremost in admitting that 
there were things in life that she did not understand. 
However, these were often the kinds of profundities that 
those posturing as possessing higher than normal 
intelligences craft elaborate explanations regarding in the 
hopes of diverting attention away from the fact that such 
sages did not comprehend them to the extent that they 
would have others believe. 

In particular, Bonnie was often troubled by the 
philosophical conundrum of theodicy even though she did 
not refer to that in those terms. Instead she often strove to 
ponder why or how an infinitely powerful and just God 
could allow so much suffering in the world in many tear- 
tinged discussions with her son Frederick. Bonnie also took 
comfort from a conversation she had as a young women 
with Evangelist Jack Green in regards to a profound family 
tragedy and the injustices resulting from it. This minster 
counseled her that the justice of God grinds slow but grinds 
deep. 

As a sensitive person, Bonnie was at times hurt by the 
inexplicable incongruities of life. Few stung her as 
profoundly as doing the kindness of sending someone a 
holiday or birthday card with a personalized note with the 
gesture never being reciprocated or even directly 
acknowledged. As a person of faith with questions, Bonnie 
took comfort in the teaching of I Corinthians 13:12 that for 
now we see as through a glass darkly but that one day we 
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will know so much more as to why things in this world are 
the way that they are. 

At times, Bonnie felt as if no one appreciated her efforts. 
Her closest family members often tried to assure her that 
such a perception was less than accurate. Yet irrespective of 
how she felt at any given time through it all, Bonnie's 
devotion to her family never wavered. And with the One 
Who Sees All constantly looking on, as a result of her 
labors but more importantly because of the faith she placed 
in Him, Bonnie Jo Schwartz Meekins will no doubt hear, 
“Well done thou good and faithful servant. 

Often acutely aware of what she perceived as her own 
shortcomings, Bonnie would be the first to admit and find 
comfort in that it does not matter ultimately what we do but 
rather what Christ has done for us. A particularly favorite 
verse of Bonnie's mother Louise was Isaiah 64:6 which 
reminds that even our righteous acts are as filthy rags. As 
such, Galatians 3:11 and Romans 1:17 assure that the just 
shall live by faith. Given that Jesus is the author and 
finisher of that faith, all that is required to receive this gift 
of forgiveness and eternal life with the Savior in Heaven is 
to believe on the Lord Jesus Christ and be saved according 
to Acts 16:31 by believing that God raised Him from the 
dead. 

As Bonnie's days on this Earth drew to a conclusion, she 
was often tearfully aware of the ephemeral nature of time. 
Psalm 90:10 solemnly warns that our years are three score 
and ten with the possibility of four score but with pain and 
suffering. Likewise, James 4:14 counsels, “Why, you do 
not even know what will happen tomorrow. What is your 
life? You are a mist that appears for a little while and then 
vanishes.” Similarly, Isaiah 40:7-8 admonish, “The grass 
withereth, the flower fadeth: because the spirit of the Lord 
bloweth upon it: surely the people is grass. The grass 
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withereth, the flower fadeth: but the word of the Lord shall 
stand forever.” 

This time Saturday, though they knew Bonnie was 
struggling with a number of serious chronic health issues, 
neither Leroy, Carl nor Frederick knew that Sunday 
morning that into His hands and care God would commend 
Bonnie's spirit. At this time, they each feel a profound loss 
at the times in this life that they will never again be able to 
share with her. Carl will miss her touch on his shoulders 
and back she still provided despite being crippled by 
arthritis. He will also miss her daily presence providing 
counsel and guidance despite the loss of the physical skill 
she once possessed in running the home but never faltering 
in still keeping track of these myriad of details. Leroy will 
profoundly miss the companionship of a marriage lasting 
over 44 years and taking care of Bonnie's most basic of 
needs as the infirmities of life seemed to increase each day 
but could not overtake the love the two had for each other 
despite the occasional frustrations that beset nearly all 
couples that stick together when the times are trying. 
Frederick will miss calling her each time he got home to his 
house up the street to tell her about the cats at his back 
porch she never saw because of diminished eyesight but 
still felt a deep fondness for anyway. He will also miss the 
times he spent entertaining Bonnie and consoling her as she 
became increasing confined to her room with the antics of a 
Lamb Chop puppet with dreams of establishing a theater in 
Branson with all the other stars of yesteryear but for now 
upon falling on hard times settled on a position as an 
administrator at the Shari Lewis Retirement Village. And, 
at least in the realm of the imagination, Lamb Chop will 
certainly miss her good friend Bonnie as well. 

The word of the Lord shall stand forever. II Peter 3:9 
assures, “The Lord is not slack concerning his promise, as 
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some men count slackness; but is longsuffering towards us, 
not willing that any should perish, but that all should come 
to repentance.” One of the most cherished promises of all is 
found in Revelation 21:4. The text proclaims for those 
found in Christ, “And God shall wipe away all tears from 
their eyes; and there shall be no more death, neither sorrow, 
nor crying, neither shall there be any more pain: for the 
former things are passed away.” As a tenderhearted 
individual, Bonnie shed numerous tears throughout the 
course of her life. However, now, from the perspective of 
where she is in God's presence, those days are behind her. 
The tears we shed here and in the days to come are not so 
much for our dear Bonnie. Rather they are for ourselves as 
we journey through the standard stream of time as we travel 
steady onward to the future when we will be reunited with 
our dearly missed mother, wife, and sister in the Lord. 
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A Review Of Orthodoxy by G.K. Chesterton 


Over the course of the modem era, whether fairly or not, 
orthodoxy has come to be associated with glumness and 
austerity. Thus, those coming across Orthodoxy by G.K. 
Chesterton might assume they are in for a dull and obtuse 
recitation of doctrine and dogma. They will, however, be 
delightfully surprised by Chesterton’s wit, feistiness, and 
zest for life. 

It is Chesterton’s contention that, rather than stifling the 
individual, it is through orthodoxy that man is liberated to 
both accept and embrace the contradictions of this life for 
what they really are in all their wonder and horror. It is the 
heretic that is unable to rise to a level that would give him a 
perspective that would enable him to appreciate things as 
they actually are since the heretic is ultimately beholden 
unto these very forces of life. Chesterton muses, 
“Thoroughly worldly people never understand even the 
world; they rely altogether on a few cynical maxims which 
are not true (22).” 

Often, believers are accused of being close minded. 
However, Chesterton contends that Christians are no more 
close minded than the adherents of any other outlook. 
Chesterton writes, “For we must remember that the 
materialist philosophy...is certainly much more limiting 
than any religion...The Christian is quite free to believe that 
there is a considerable amount of settled order and 
inevitable development in the universe. But the materialist 
is not allowed to admit into his spotless machine the 
slightest speck of spiritualism or miracle (41).” 

As a result, the heterodox mind must increasingly 
withdrawal from a world that declares the glory of God in 
order to maintain the consistency of the fiction it has 
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constructed. For example, in illustrating views regarding the 
existence of sin, Chesterton offers the following humorous 
illustration: “If it be true...that a man can feel exquisite 
happiness in skinning a cat, then the religious philosopher 
can only draw one of two deductions. He must either deny 
the existence of God, as all atheists do; or he must deny the 
present union between God and man, as all Christians do. 
The new theologians seem to think it a highly rationalistic 
solution to deny the cat (24).” 

Those adverse to traditional religious notions have 
constructed elaborate epistemological systems in an attempt 
to justify their unbelief. However, Chesterton assures, such 
intellects (though formidable by human standards in terms 
of the facts such minds have accumulated) actually bear a 
startling resemblance to the insane. 

Like the insane, rationalists view themselves as the 
source of all meaning. In the struggle and strain to 
understand everything, Chesterton notes, the consistent 
rationalist is actually driven mad as they end up losing 
everything but their reason. Chesterton observes, “The man 
who begins to think without the proper first principles goes 
mad; he begins to think at the wrong end...But we may ask 
in conclusion, if this be what drives men mad, what is it that 
keeps them sane (48)?” 

The answer provided by Chesterton is none other than the 
mystical imagination found in religious orthodoxy. The 
thing about the cosmos human beings occupy is that it is 
both physically and epistemologically too complex for the 
finite mind to fully comprehend. The only thing we can do 
is appreciate what we can and to accept that there is a power 
beyond us. Chesterton notes, “The real trouble with this 
world of ours is not that it is an unreasonable world, nor 
even that it is a reasonable one. The commonest kind of 
trouble is that it is nearly reasonable but not quite (148).” 
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Chesterton further likens the realm of values to two wild 
horses threatening to bolt off into the extremities of either 
direction. Only the church adhering to orthodoxy is capable 
of reining in these powerful tendencies that are good and 
pure when kept together as a team but result in heartache 
and ruin if not kept working together in tandem. Ironically, 
Chesterton claims, though often depicted as scatterbrained, 
the best poets (actually quite sensible and businesslike) are 
often the ones embodying the spirit necessary for handling 
this awesome responsibility. For what the average person 
desires above all else is a life of practical romance defined 
by Chesterton as “the combination of something that is 
strange with something that is secure (16).” And what is any 
more mysterious and secure at the same time than God 
Himself? 

Written in the early years of the twentieth century, some 
of the authors mentioned by Chesterton might seem obscure 
to readers not that familiar with general literary history. 
However, the fact that they have been forgotten while 
Chesterton is still embraced as a foremost defender of the 
faith is a positive testament to the relevance of Chesterton’s 
ruminations that, though written nearly a century ago, ring 
with a truth that sounds as if they just rolled off the presses. 

A Review Of Mere Christianity By C.S. Lewis 

C.S. Lewis is renowned as one of the foremost Christian 
thinkers of the twentieth century. Despite being an Anglican 
and exhibiting a number of tendencies making him a bit of 
an iconoclast among his fellow believers, C.S. Lewis has 
been fondly embraced by a broad swath of the church in 
part because of his efforts to promote a version of the 
Christian faith amicable towards all denominations by 
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appealing to what all of these theological niches have in 
common, which could be referred to as mere Christianity. 

As such, one of Lewis’ best known apologetic texts is 
titled none other than Mere Christianity. Originally 
presented as a series of broadcast talks, Lewis vetted much 
of his text past four members of the clergy — an Anglican, 
a Methodist, a Presbyterian, and a Roman Catholic — in 
order to keep denominational idiosyncrasies to a minimum. 
Because of such conscientious effort, the Christian finds in 
Mere Christianity a rational defense of the faith of 
considerable sophistication. 

Mere Christianity begins as a recitation of what is known 
as the moral argument for the existence of God. According 
to Lewis, the moral law consists of the fundamental rules by 
which the universe operates and to which all residing within 
are bound. And even though considerable intellectual 
resources have been expended to deny its existence, not 
even those making it their life’s purpose to undermine these 
eternal principles can escape from them try as they might. 
Lewis observes, “Whenever you find a man who says he 
does not believe in a real Right and Wrong, you will find 
the same man going back on this a moment later. He may 
break his promise to you, but if you try breaking one to him, 
he will be complaining ‘It’s not fair’ before you can say 
‘Jack Robinson’ (5).” 

The very fact that human beings are able to argue that 
one set of moral claims is superior to another, Lewis 
observes, is itself proof that some kind of higher law exists. 
Lewis writes, “Quarreling means trying to show that the 
other man is wrong. And there would be no sense in trying 
to do that unless you and he had some sort of agreement as 
to what Right and Wrong are; just as there would be no 
sense in saying that a footballer has committed a foul unless 
there was some kind of agreement about the rules of 
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football (4).” 

Lewis notes, “If no set of moral ideas were truer or better 
than any other, there would be no sense in 
preferring...Christian morality to Nazi morality...If your 
moral ideas can be truer, and those of the Nazis less true, 
there must be something — some real morality — for them 
to be true about (11).” Thus, the standard by which human 
moralities are judged stem from a source apart and above 
them. 

From establishing that natural law exists, Lewis moves 
on to examine where this eternal law originates from. Lewis 
postulates there are approximately two sources that this law 
could possibly originate from: the materialist view that the 
principles governing the universe arose through a process of 
chance and the religious view that the universe was 
established by a conscious mind. And since the law comes 
to us in the form of principles and instructions, this would 
seem to conclude that the promulgator of this law would 
have to be mind rather than inanimate matter. 

Despite the fact that the universe was meant to run 
according to moral law, it is obvious from a quick look 
around that the moral agents operating within it fail to live 
up to these noble ideals as we are regularly aware of even 
our own shortcomings. As such, the universe requires a 
divine intervention to set things right. Lewis writes, 

“Enemy occupied territory — that is what the world is. 
Christianity is the story of how the rightful king has 
landed...and is calling us all to take part in a great campaign 
of sabotage (36).” This king is none other than Jesus, whom 
from his own claims, must be God or, as Lewis famously 
points out, is a lunatic “on a level with a man who says he is 
a poached egg or a devilish liar (41).” It was the primary 
purpose of Jesus to suffer and die so that our sins might be 
forgiven so that we might be made whole in Him. 
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Fundamental as this message is to man’s eternal 
salvation, Mere Christianity is also full of practical 
observations less cosmic and more down to earth. Lewis 
writes, “Theology is practical. Consequently, if you do not 
listen to Theology...It will mean that you have a lot of...bad 
muddled, out of date ideas (120.)” Many of theology’s 
practical concerns manifest themselves in the form of 
morality. 

Lewis lists morality as being concerned with three 
matters: harmony between individuals, the inner life of the 
individual, and the general purpose of human life as a 
whole (57). Lewis observes that different beliefs about the 
universe will naturally result in different behaviors and 
those closest to the truth will produce the best results (58). 

Lewis demonstrates how this phenomena manifests itself 
in a number of ethical spheres, sex being one of interest to 
just about all people. It is this obsession with sex, Lewis 
points out, that shows just how out of whack contemporary 
morality has become. Lewis comically comments that the 
level to which this biological impulse has been elevated in 
our own society is akin to a land where the inhabitants have 
such a prurient interest in food beyond nourishment and 
wholesome pleasure that the inhabitants watch a plate 
containing a mutton chop that is uncovered just before the 
lights go out (75). Ironically, Lewis points out, such 
deviancy is not usually the result of starvation but rather 
overindulgence. 

Though Lewis is witty in regards to most issues he 
addresses, even in regards to this beloved Oxford professor, 
the Christian must remember to be a Berean and measure 
even his formidable intellect by the standard of Biblical 
truth. Unfortunately, there are at least two matters that must 
be approached with caution. 

Lewis likens the process of change we go through as 
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Christians to the biological theory of recapitulation where it 
is believed an embryo passes through the various phases of 
evolution during development in the womb. Of the process, 
Lewis writes, “We were once like vegetables, and once 
rather like fish; it was only at a later stage that we became 
like human babies (159).” 

One hopes that had Lewis lived until more 
technologically advanced times that he would have not 
retained this scientifically erroneous theory. For at its most 
innocent, it is used to justify Darwinisim and from Lewis’ 
statement one could very well use it to justify abortion. 

From another passage, it would seem Lewis tottered 
dangerously close to a “proto-universalism” in his thought. 
Lewis writes, “There are people in other religions who are 
being led by God’s secret influence to concentrate on those 
parts of their religion which are in agreement with 
Christianity, and who thus belong to Christ without 
knowing it (162).” 

John 14:6 says, “I am the way, the truth, and the life. No 
one comes to the Father except through me.” And Acts 4:12 
says, “Salvation is found in no one else, for there is no other 
name under heaven given to men by which we must be 
saved.” 

In writing Mere Christianity, Lewis does a commendable 
job overall of balancing the theoretical and practical 
concerns of the faith. As such, Mere Christianity will no 
doubt continue as a classic apologetics text for decades to 
come. 
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No Mere Consideration: 

The Apologetic Quandaries Found In The Lewis 

Classic 


Psalms 14:1 says, “The fool says in his heart, 'There is no 
God'.” Only those seeking to live in utter irrationality can 
ignore the arguments made in favor of the God of the Bible 
by C.S. Lewis in Mere Christianity. Three of the most 
compelling issues the skeptic will have to confront when 
reading this classic include the universality of the moral 
law, the existence of a personal God as Creator of the 
Universe, and whether Jesus is who He says He is. 

Fundamental to the creed of the contemporary skeptic is 
the notion that everything is relative and that there are no 
absolutes. However, that is itself an absolute. And no matter 
how cool it is to feign the attitude that one exists beyond 
right and wrong, no one wants to be treated as if right and 
wrong did not exist. 

Of this universal truth, Lewis observes, “Whenever you 
find a man who says he does not believe in a real Right or 
Wrong, you will find the man going back on this a moment 
later. He may break his promise to you, but if you try 
breaking one to him he will be complaining 'It's not fair' 
before you can say 'Jack Robinson' (15).” 

Since law exists whether we like it or not, it must have a 
source beyond us in order to be binding upon us and to 
avoid degenerating into a matter of mere preference or 
opinion. Since this universal law represents the codification 
of a set of principles, it could not have come about as a 
result of random choice, but rather through some kind of 
purposeful intelligence. Thus, a second issue confronting 
the skeptic in Mere Christianity is whether the source of 
this law is personal or impersonal. 
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The views regarding God can be divided into two basic 
viewpoints. On the one hand, pantheism believes, in the 
words of Lewis, that “God animates the universe as you 
animate your body: that the universe is almost God (30).” 
Traditional monotheists, on the other hand, believe that God 
is distinct from creation in a manner similar to “...a man 
making a picture or composing a tune...A painter is not a 
picture (30).” 

From our understanding of law as a set of principles 
established for determining right and wrong, the 
monotheistic conception would be the one most in keeping 
with the evidence. For if God and the universe were co¬ 
terminus as postulated by the pantheists, by definition 
whatever is, is ought. Only by being distinct from what He 
has made is God justified in pronouncing judgment upon it. 

Since God is the source of perfection and man so marked 
by imperfection, there must be some way for these 
seemingly irreconcilable twains to meet. Since man is 
imperfect, there is nothing he can do of his own merit to 
bring himself to God's level. Rather, the imperfect can only 
be made whole and elevated to a higher status on the terms 
of the perfect. 

Since God is the ultimate authority and source of power, 
it is up to Him to determine the method through which man 
can be reconciled to God. Of all of the religions of the 
world, orthodox Biblical Christianity is the only one where 
that particular beliefs conception of salvation is not granted 
on the basis of the adherent's own merit or accomplishment. 
Instead it is bestowed a result of the realization that one's 
own works are as filthy rags and by throwing oneself on the 
mercy of a loving God willing to extend forgiveness to 
those embracing what God has done for them rather than on 
what they have done for Him. In the Christian tradition, this 
eternal pardon is granted to those believing that Jesus as the 
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only Son of God lived the perfect life that we could not, 
suffered and died upon the cross for the sins of the world, 
and rose in bodily form from the dead. 

Thus, the most important issue the skeptic is forced to 
confront is exactly who do they think Jesus is. Impressed 
with the morals of Jesus but not wanting to admit that they 
themselves are sinners, most unbelievers think they are 
broadminded enough by giving Jesus an esteemed status as 
an ethical teacher from the past with no present claim on 
their lives. 

However, as Lewis points out, a moral person would not 
say the things about himself that Jesus said about Himself. 
Lewis writes, “A man who...said the sort of things Jesus 
said would not be a great moral teacher. He would be a 
lunatic — on a level with a man who says he is a poached 
egg — or else he would be the Devil of Hell. You must 
make your choice (41).” 

Much of the spiritual danger of the contemporary 
world lies in the numerous distractions available to those 
preferring to avoid those fundamental questions nagging at 
the human soul. C.S. Lewis, in Mere Christianity, forces the 
reader to confront these issues in an engaging and forthright 
manner. 


Minding The Times: 

An Exposition On Postmodernism 

One might say the future is here — and we might want to 
send it back for a refund. Having waited years and 
wondering at times whether mankind would even survive to 
see the day, the world now finds itself on the other side of a 
new millennium. In some ways, it is everything optimistic 
futurists dreamed of in terms of faster modes of 
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transportation, improved forms of medicine and almost 
instantaneous global communication. However, one would 
hardly consider it the quaint but technologically 
sophisticated world of George Jetson whose most 
formidable challenges consisted of navigating Mr. Spacely's 
fickle temper and making sure Rosie the robot maid stayed 
adequately oiled. Instead, inhabitants of the early twenty- 
first century worry if their children will even return home 
alive from school in the evening or how much longer they 
have until turbaned fanatics turn the accumulated glories of 
Western civilization into a smoldering atomic wasteland. 

Somewhere along the highway leading from intentions to 
actuality society seems to have taken a wrong turn and 
gotten lost along the way. When finding oneself in 
unintended surroundings while road-tripping across the 
country, one pulls over to the shoulder of the road to look at 
a map to determine where one's navigation went astray. 
Likewise, when a culture begins to display signs of being 
out of kilter, the time has come to examine the sociological 
roadmap in terms of the philosophies, beliefs, and ideas 
individuals use to live their lives and those in authority 
employ to oversee events. 

The observer of intellectual trends might note the 
contradictory nature of today's philosophical scene. For 
while proponents of the status quo purport to be 
characterized by a considerable latitude of conscience, such 
professed flexibility ultimately turns back on itself and 
bears down harshly upon any dissident daring to question 
the system's most cherished assumptions. The prevailing 
outlook can be characterized as a pragmatic 
Postmodernism. 

Postmodernism can be looked at as a worldview holding 
that truth as an objective overarching reality does not exist 
and is instead a subjective linguistic or conceptual construct 
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adopted by an individual or group for the purposes of 
coping with existence. As such, no single explanatory 
narrative is superior to any other. In light of such 
characteristics, Postmodernism is pragmatic in the sense 
that ethical propositions are judged by how well they work 
rather than how they stand up to standards of right and 
wrong. Postmodernism is relativistic in that each 
propositional expositor is self-contained since it is 
inappropriate for an individual to judge someone else or 
another group by the standards to which he himself 
subscribes. James Sire notes in The Universe Next Door that 
to the Postmodernist the use of any one narrative as a 
metanarrative to which all other narratives must submit as 
to their authenticity is oppressive (181). 

As is deducible from its very name, Postmodernism is 
more a response than a set of original insights. Sire argues, 
"For in the final analysis, Postmodernism is not 'post' 
anything; it is the last move of the modem, the result of the 
modern taking its own commitments too seriously and 
seeing that they fail to stand the test of analysis (174)." In 
other words, Postmodernists are basically Modernists 
having grown tired of maintaining the illusion that things 
such as values still matter even when the issue of God does 
not. Therefore, one can gain significant understanding into 
the Postmodernist mindset by examining the outlook's 
Modernist roots and where these systems ultimately diverge 
from one another. 

As a derivative of it, Postmodemmism shares a number 
of assumptions with its cousin Modernism. Thomas Oden 
observes in Two Worlds: Notes On The Death Of Modernity 
In America & Russia that both outlooks embrace 
autonomous individualism, reductive naturalism, and 
absolute moral relativism (33-35). Both systems are 
naturalistic in the sense that in them all reality is reduced to 
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and originates from physical components; nothing exists 
separate or independently of matter. As such, man is an 
autonomous being since, without God, man can rely only 
upon himself and his institutions to provide purpose, 
guidance, and meaning for his life. Since this is the case, all 
ethical and social thought is predicated on finite human 
understanding and therefore subject to revision in light of 
changing circumstances or the accumulation of additional 
data. 

Even though the Modernists sought to set out on their 
own without holding God's hand, many of them endeavored 
to maintain a system of behavioral standards and social 
norms reflective of the Judeo-Christian ones embedded in 
the cultural consciousness but now resting on an alternative 
foundation. Rather than seeing the niceties governing 
civilized conduct as arising from the character of God and 
discoverable through the study or application of His Holy 
Word, these courtesies were seen as coming about through 
the unfolding of trial and error, a process most akin to 
biological evolution. While most Evangelicals are aware of 
the links between Darwinism and Nazism and Communism 
(both vile forms of totalitarianism), most are not as 
cognizant of the links between this theory of origins and 
what many would consider stereotypical British 
traditionalism. Alister McGrath writes in Intellectuals Don't 
Need God & Other Modern Myths, "Darwinism achieved 
popular success in England...because Darwin's ideas 
happened to coincide with advanced Whig social thinking 
relative to matters of competition, free trade, and the natural 
superiority of the English middle class...Darwin's science 
provided a foundation for Victorian liberalism (161)." 

It did not take long for the hopes, dreams, and promises 
of Modernism to break down and disappoint many of its 
enthusiastic adherents. Psalm 127:1 says, "Except the Lord 
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build the house, they labor in vain that build it: except the 
Lord keep the city, the watchmen waketh but in vain 
(KJV)." Instead of utopian brotherhood as promised by 
Marx, millions found themselves enslaved behind the Iron 
and Bamboo Curtains. Instead of the sexual liberation 
promised by the likes of Freud, for tossing aside restraint 
and embracing the wilds of passion, just as many found 
their bodies rotting under the curse of diseases unheard of 
just a few decades ago. Still others discovered that a life of 
constant entertainment was not quite as entertaining as 
originally intended. As John Warwick Montgomery so 
eloquently summarized through his courses in Apologetics 
at one time offered through Trinity Theological Seminary, 
in the nineteenth century God was killed and in the 
twentieth century man was killed. 

Thus, with the realization that finite man was incapable 
of establishing any enduring standard, the Postmodernist 
decided that the best that could be hoped for was a kind of 
compulsory hypertolerance all must ascent to and embrace 
in order to be recognized as full members of the 
community. Not unlike the Roman Empire where citizens 
and subjects were pretty much free to practice whatever 
religion they wished so long as there was room enough 
within their beliefs for the emperor as an object of worship, 
those existing under hypertolerance's prevailing rule find 
themselves free to believe whatever they would like 
provided they are publicly willing to admit that what the 
next fellow believes is just as valid, no matter how strange 
or unorthodox it might seem to be. 

Such an approach of live-and-let-live might work 
between neighbors who agree to keep their differences on 
their own respective sides of the fence for the sake of 
community tranquility. However, there are instances in life 
where matters cannot be glossed over simply by closing the 
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door behind you and retiring to your living room, especially 
when how controversial issues are approached will end up 
impacting the way in which people live. 

After all, the idea of absolutist tolerance exists for 
purposes beyond mediating athletic rivalries among 
coworkers and arbitrating those heated debates as to 
whether chocolate or vanilla is the better flavor of ice 
cream. The concept, to the Postmodernist, becomes the 
central organizing social and cultural principle. Harold O.J. 
Brown notes in The Sensate Culture, "...postmodern man is 
beginning to create for himself a world filled with...all 
manner of beliefs that would have been dismissed as absurd 
superstitions only a few years ago (55)." 

Since Postmodernism seeks to rest asunder traditional 
dogmas and orthodoxies, it inevitably ends up emphasizing 
outlooks and perspectives not regularly brought before the 
public's attention. Sometimes this can be beneficial in the 
sense that information once overlooked is brought to light 
that provides a more fully-orbed picture as to what really 
happened such as when historians expand the scope of their 
research outward from diplomatic or military concerns to 
embrace the social realm as well. However, the approach 
has often sparked more trouble than what it is worth in 
terms of the conflict that has arisen and the rights that have 
been trampled upon as activists jockey for position in this 
moral and intellectual free-for-all. 

It is this propensity for Postmodernism to deny the 
existence of established objective truth that makes the 
system so dangerous. However, it can also be this aspect 
that works out to be the Christian's unwitting ally in the 
apologetic struggle. 

To the Postmodernist, what we construe as knowledge is 
in reality mere interpretation; the fact is, facts do not exist. 
Chuck Colson writes in A Dance With Deception: 
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Revealing The Truth Behind The Headlines, "The 
carelessness about factual accuracy didn't come out of 
nowhere. It came from a shift in educational 
theory...Educators began to downplay facts and focused 
instead on changing students' values to solve social 
problems (47)." 

The result of this has been the ascension of increasingly 
bizarre academic theories and assertions more about 
promoting trendy causes than expanding the horizons of 
human understanding. For example, one Feminist professor 
contends that Beethoven's Ninth Symphony is actually 
about pent-up sexual energy that "finally explodes in 
the...murderous rage of the rapist"; others of similar mind 
oppose the scientific method as an approach to acquiring 
knowledge, claiming the method is based on the 
subjugation and control of sexual domination (Colson, 55). 

Some of this might be cute for a good laugh if it confined 
itself among a few lunatic professors who were trotted out 
before the students for an occasional lecture or to write 
articles for publication in journals barely read by anyone. 
Tike most thinkers, Postmodernist scholars hope to exert 
influence over minds other than their own. Postmodernists, 
however, want to do more than alter the focus of classroom 
textbooks. Dr. James Kennedy warns in Character & 
Destiny: A Nation In Search Of Its Soul , "In fact at the 
bottom of the 'change' movement is a deep desire to 
dismantle this nation and to sever average Americans from 
their heritage of faith and freedom (74)." 

It is said nature abhors a vacuum. Something will 
eventually step in to take the place of something else that 
has been removed. 

In the film "The Neverending Story", the amorphous 
adversary known as "the Nothing" operates on the 
assumption that those without hope are easy to control. 
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Postmodernists might claim to be creating a community of 
tolerance and inclusion free of artificial hierarchies, but end 
up imposing a regimen more doctrinaire than anything even 
the most tightly-wound Fundamentalist would devise. 

This is because of what Francis Schaeffer termed 
"sociological law", defined in A Christian Manifesto as 
"...law that has no fixed base but law in which a group of 
people decides what is sociologically good for society at the 
given moment and what they arbitrarily decide becomes law 
(41)." This principle results in a mass of seemingly 
contradictory policies that are unified only in their 
opposition to the divine order of innate human dignity. The 
individual is reduced to the level of a mere cog to be 
tinkered with to improve the engine of the overarching 
societal machine. 

For example, in the name of elevating minorities, certain 
programs such as campus speech codes and preferential 
employment practices turn around and infringe upon the 
traditional rights of those just as innocent as those these 
convoluted regulations claim to protect. Conversely, those 
justifying this social manipulation by such utilitarian 
standards could just as easily alter their position and justify 
the wholesale slaughter or detention of entire ethnic groups 
as in the case of Nazi Germany. 

According to the Washington Times, Professor Noel 
Ignatiev of Harvard argues for the abolition of the White 
race. So long as Western institutions continue to embrace 
such blatantly pragmatic standards, one can no more count 
on the U.S. Supreme Court to uphold the precepts of liberty 
in the end than the Chinese Community Party since, no 
matter how much we try to dance around the issue, both 
ultimately draw upon the principle of the state as the final 
authority. They only interpret it differently at this given 
time. 
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The human mind and spirit cannot endure for very long 
the chaotic vacillation of such lawlessness before the 
individual eventually cries out for answers to the extremes 
of licentiousness and total control. Throughout much of the 
Modem Era, the Christian apologist could appeal to a 
shared respect for historic and scientific fact common to 
both Christianity and commonsense realism. Today, the 
Christian must first reestablish why anyone ought to believe 
in anything at all and then assert how the Biblical approach 
provides the best possible explanation for the condition in 
which man actually finds himself and the facts as they are 
rather than how he might like them to be. 

The apologist must begin this process by exposing the 
intellectual and moral bankruptcy of the Postmodernist 
system. James Sire writes in The Universe Next Door, "If 
we hold that all linguistic utterances are power plays, then 
that utterance itself is a power play and no more likely to be 
more proper than any other (187)." 

This claim by Postmodernists that all utterances are 
merely power plays fails the test of systematic consistency 
where a philosophical proposition must square with the 
external world as well as logically cohere with the other 
statements comprising the set of beliefs under 
consideration. But more important than the sense of 
satisfaction resulting from the discovery of this 
contradiction allowing for a degree of one-upmanship in the 
battle of ideas is the realization that this contradiction 
exposes the unlivability of a particular worldview. 

Big deal, the Postmodernist might quip in response to 
this inconsistency since they are not known for their 
devotion to logical argumentation. Try as they might to 
gloss over this oversight with platitudes honoring the 
glories of relativism and tolerance, Postmodernists still deep 
down possess that human yearning for a universal justice. 
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Romans 2:14-15 says, "Indeed, when Gentiles, who do not 
have the law, do by nature things required by the law, they 
are a law for themselves, even though they do not have the 
law, since they show that the requirements of the law are 
written on their hearts..." 

It might be fashionable to contend that there is no such 
thing as right and wrong. Often believing such is even an 
occupational requirement in certain academic and 
governmental circles. But when it comes down to it, no one 
really wants to be treated as if that was the case. C.S. Lewis 
was fond of noting that those among us preaching the 
loudest in favor of relativism would cry bloody murder just 
like the rest of us if egregiously wronged. Just see what 
happens the next time the faculty nihilist is denied tenure 
when up for review. 

Once it is established by our own existential makeup that 
there is something to right and wrong beyond the whims of 
those strong enough to have their way with the weak, it 
needs to be highlighted where these standards come from. 
John Frame in Apologetics To The Glory Of God writes, 
"Now, where does this authority of the absolute moral 
principle come from? Ultimately, only two kinds of answers 
are possible: the source of absolute moral authority is either 
personal or impersonal (97)." 

This means that the ethical framework of the universe 
either arose within its own structure on its own or through 
the conscientious ordering of a higher organizing mind. 
Since we ourselves possess consciousness, by default the 
source of this moral order would have to be aware since it is 
impossible for the unaware to give rise to the aware or even 
to establish an ordered universe since that which is not 
guided and directed is haphazard and random. 

If the Christian has been successful up to this point, the 
Christian has aided the Postmodernist in realizing that there 


32 



is purpose and direction in life. The next step in the process 
involves proving to the Postmodernist that the Christian 
faith is the correct system of thought and meaning. Now the 
Christian can reintroduce a more traditional apologetic 
since the Postmodernist is now capable of stomaching 
objective fact. 

The task of the Christian apologist is to show the 
unbeliever that the Christian faith is the most viable 
religious option. This is accomplished by emphasizing the 
validity of the Biblical account. The first hurdle to 
overcome regards the historical legitimacy of the Gospel 
records. To accomplish this, Winfried Corduan provides the 
following checklist of questions in No Doubt About It: The 
Case For Christianity : "(1) Are the accounts written by 
people closely associated with the event? (2) Are our 
present versions of the Gospels what the original authors 
wrote? (3) Are the accounts so biased as to be unbelievable? 
(4) Do the accounts contain impossibilities (186)?" 

By answering these questions, it is discovered that the 
Gospels are remarkably well off. The Gospels are 
themselves written by eyewitnesses or contain the 
testimony of eyewitnesses. Corduan writes, "Matthew and 
John were disciples...Mark was a native of Jerusalem and 
present at the Gospel events...and reported the reminisces of 
Peter. Luke...was not a disciple... Yet tells of the research he 
did (189)." 

Regarding the quality of the Gospel manuscripts, so 
many have come down to us in the present day with so few 
variant readings that there is little chance of some textual 
huckster committing documentary fraud without someone 
catching wind of it. As to the matter of bias, while the 
Gospels and the Bible were written to advance a certain 
perspective the same as any other book, it is remarkably 
blunt in cataloging the shortcomings of its most beloved 
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protagonists. Most memoirs and autobiographies go out of 
their way to cast their subjects in the most favorable light 
possible even at the expense of factual accuracy. 

Lastly, as to whether or not the Gospels record 
impossibilities is a matter of preconception in the mind of 
the beholder. One can either maintain the Humean notion 
that miracles do not occur because miracles do not occur or 
abide by the canons of historical research and accept these 
extraordinary events as they come since the rest of the 
document passes muster. 

Since the Gospels are deemed as historically reliable, it 
would follow that those studying these documents should 
look to those spoken thereof in its pages to provide the 
content and meaning of these events addressed. After all, 
the Founding Fathers are still looked to as important 
sources for interpreting the U.S. Constitution and for what 
was intended for the early American republic. 

Likewise, to comprehend fully the significance of Jesus, 
the sincere student of history ought to consider what this 
historical figure said about himself. Jesus says in Matthew 
12:39-40, "A wicked and adulterous generation asks for a 
miraculous sign. But none will be given except for the 
prophet Jonah. For as Jonah was three days and three nights 
in the belly of a huge fish, so the Son of Man will be three 
days and nights in the heart of the earth." From later 
passages detailing the Resurrection, we see that he carried 
through on this promise. 

In Matthew 16:13-17, Jesus asks His disciples who they 
think He is. Peter responds, "You are the Christ, the Son of 
the Living God." Jesus did not chastise Peter for idolatry. 
Instead he ratified the Apostle's assertion by replying, 
"Blessed are you, Simeon son of Jonah, for this was not 
revealed to you by man, but by my Father in heaven." 

An apologetic designed to address the concerns raised by 
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Postmodernism presents a number of possibilities as well as 
challenges to the Christian seeking to reach those trapped 
by this subtle but pervasive mindset. Crafting an apologetic 
addressing the spirit of the age to an extent makes the 
evangelistic task somewhat easier. 

Postmodernism already wrests asunder most 
metaphysical pretensions as linguistic obfuscations 
protecting the powerful. Therefore, the Postmodernist has 
already done a portion of the Christian’s work by exposing 
the invalidity of most intellectual systems. The Christian 
can, therefore, rush in and expose the contradictory nature 
of outright nihilism without first having to tear down 
incorrect theologies and the faulty ethics arising from them. 
As a result, the Christian can then show how the 
alternatives found in the Bible strike the proper balance 
between the liberation and conformity tearing at the heart of 
contemporary culture and individual well-being. 

However, these characteristics can also serve as 
drawbacks when employing an apologetic addressing 
Postmodernism. Even though the apologist does not have to 
deconstruct (to use a term popular in Postmodernist circles) 
faulty conceptions of God when dealing with these thinkers, 
the Christian has to take the time to reestablish why 
anything matters at all. With those hovering around the 
periphery, it might be relatively easy to lure them back onto 
the solid ground of commonsense founded on Christian 
absolutes; however, those at the heart of this movement 
churning out its lies and deceptions will be considerably 
harder to convince and will continue to ensnare unreflective 
minds. 

It is in the campaign against this ongoing subversion that 
the Christian waging a defensive action to preserve the 
remaining shreds of moral sanity can get bogged down and 
neglect the distinctives of the Christian faith in favor of a 
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less offensive set of principles common to various religions 
and ideologies shocked by the ethical brutality of the 
contemporary era. 

Of the crop of books over the past few years by figures 
such as Bill Bennet, Robert Bork, and James Q. Wilson that 
bemoan the decline in social morality, Hugh Hewitt writes 
in The Embarrassed Believer: Reviving Christian Witness 
In An Age Of Unbelief “But there is no apologetic content 
to these writings. And they are mute on the ultimate 
question, they are ineffective. In fact, they might actually be 
harmful (154).” The Christian accomplishes little of lasting 
impact if the message is watered down to attract allies or 
spends inordinate amounts of time addressing the symptoms 
of the disease rather than the cause. 

Ephesians 6:12 says, “For we wrestle not against flesh 
and blood, but against principalities and powers, against 
spiritual darkness in high places.” The Christian is involved 
in a grand spiritual conflict all around him. As in all wars, 
weapons and tactics change over time as each side engages 
in a spiraling exchange of point/counterpoint as each side 
tries to best the other. 

In the Modern era, the Christian utilized an apologetic 
appealing to a common respect for objective factual 
knowledge shared with the broader culture. However, in the 
change to Postmodernism, the Christian has had to alter the 
apologetic to show how life without objective truth is 
unlivable. From that point the apologist can go on to show 
how what Francis Schaeffer termed “true truth” indelibly 
points towards Christ. 
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A Christian Analysis Of Atheism 


If the Middle Ages are to stand in history books as the 
Age of Faith, it could be equally asserted that the 
nineteenth, twentieth, and twenty-first centuries will no 
doubt be remembered as the Era of Unbelief. Whereas 
unbelievers in the Middle Ages were careful in how they 
expressed their theological doubts for fear of befalling 
persecution, theists (be they Protestant, Catholic, or 
Orthodox Jew) have today learned selectivity in how they 
go about expressing challenges to the prevailing lack of 
belief impacting fundamental cultural institutions such as 
government, academia, and the scientific establishment. 
And like the Catholic Church of the Middle Ages, the 
atheistic establishment of today seeks to foster a worldview 
influencing all aspects of society and binds all individuals 
whether they wish to be or not. Such an assertion will 
become more obvious in the following analysis which 
identifies significant atheistic thinkers, clarifies why some 
choose to adhere to this particular belief system, and 
critiques this worldview and contrasts it with Christian 
monotheism. 

As an intellectual tradition, atheism has captured the 
minds of some of history’s most formidable thinkers. 
Creation science apologist Ken Ham of Answers In Genesis 
has astutely pointed out that social issues and public 
policies rest upon a foundation of thought and belief. 
Keeping with this analogy, atheism proceeds from a 
theoretical base up through a practical program designed to 
influence various spheres of culture such as politics and 
education with prominent luminaries within the movement 
solidifying this mental edifice along the way. 

As stated elsewhere within these introductory comments, 
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atheism did not suddenly appear on the doorstep of the 
twentieth and twenty-first century fully formed demanding 
things like the removal of school prayer and the 
enshrinement of evolution as biological dogma. Rather like 
a weed strangling the other plants around it, today's culture 
of unbelief sprang from the soil in which it was planted. 
While atheism can trace its pedigree back throughout much 
of human history, a number of modern thinkers have 
ensured this system a place of prominence within the 
cultural consciousness. 

One pivotal intellect laying a foundation for atheism was 
Ludwig Feuerbach. In The Essence Of Christianity, 
Feuerbach set out to undermine the claims of the 
supernatural by providing religious belief with a naturalistic 
basis postulating that the idea of God is merely a mental 
projection of the goodness and nobility residing within 
man's own bosom (McGrath, 95). Once mankind realizes 
that there is no transcendent deity to rely on, Feuerbach 
argued, his sense of alienation could be overcome by 
reembracing the notions of perfectibility once reserved for 
God as an integral component of human nature (Lawhead, 
399). 

Attempting to solidify these claims regarding man's 
position atop a materialistic universe through a veneer of 
science was Charles Darwin. According to The Cambridge 
Dictionary Of Philosophy, Darwin was among the first to 
popularize theories of materialistic gradualism or evolution 
with a naturalistic mechanism, namely the process of 
natural selection where adaptations are accumulated in 
surviving organisms and passed on to succeeding 
generations (177-179). According to Darwin in The Origin 
Of Species, it is through the accumulation of these 
adaptations in response to varying environmental conditions 
that biologists find the diverse plethora of organisms that 
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inhabit the earth today. Alister McGrath points out in 
Intellectuals Don’t Need God & Other Modern Myths that 
The Origin Of Species and its ensuing theory of evolution 
was not accepted as much for its scientific insight than for 
its justification of passionately believed ideological 
assumptions such as the free trade policies of the English 
Whig Party, various strands of socialism, and assorted 
theories regarding the perceived hierarchy of human races 
and ethnic groups (161). 

Standing upon thinkers such as Feuerbach and Darwin 
who provided atheism with theoretical and allegedly 
scientific justifications were other formidable intellects 
pursuing the implications of a social order divorced from 
the influence of God. One such figure drawing upon the 
fonts of atheism for such a purpose was Karl Marx. 

Marx served as a kind of intellectual middleman between 
the theoretically-inclined such as Feuerbach and Darwin 
and the later activists such as Fenin and Mao who would 
adapt Marx's own writings for the actual political arena. 
Borrowing from the materialism of Feuerbach, Marx 
believed that religion and the notion of God were devised 
by bourgeois elites in order to subjugate the proletarian 
masses. Borrowing from Darwin's theory of growth through 
conflict, Marx believed these religious notions would have 
to be swept away along side with most forms of private 
property in order to make a way for the pending socialist 
utopia. Marx's call for action and summary for analysis 
were sounded in The Communist Manifesto. His beliefs 
received further exposition through the massive Das 
Kapital, much of which was compiled by Friedrich Engels 
after the death of his comrade. 

Another prominent twentieth century thinker dedicated to 
the cause of atheism was Bertrand Russell. Though best 
remembered in academia as a foremost philosopher of 
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mathematics, it could be argued that Russell's most 
widespread contribution remains as an influential proponent 
of applied atheism. 

The core of Russell's objections to Christianity can be 
found in his Why I Am Not A Christian, which seeks to 
justify his religious stance as well as highlight the 
ramifications of such beliefs as epitomized by Russell's 
sexual ethics sanctioning arrangements such as trial 
marriages and recreational promiscuity. Russell's views 
regarding family life were further elaborated upon in 
Marriage & Morals, a publication whose radicalism 
contributed to costing Russell a professorship at the City 
College Of New York. 

Russell's primary intellectual motivation was a burning 
contempt for God and His divine order for man. This 
conclusion can be drawn from Russell's social views, which 
were an eclectic mixture of totalitarian and anarchistic 
impulses. 

On the one hand, Russell supported the establishment of 
a world government so intrusive it would decree who would 
be permitted to have children. Yet Russell participated in 
acts of outright civil disobedience in connection with the 
anti-nuclear movement, thinking that the modern state had 
grown too powerful and destructive for mankind's own 
good. 

In most Christian investigations into atheism, it is 
common to highlight the affinity between contemporary 
sociopolitical leftism and religious atheism. However, the 
increasing popularity of intellectual iconoclast Ayn Rand 
proves that atheism can also serve as a temptation for those 
more prone to classify themselves as conservatives and 
libertarians as well. 

Calling her philosophy Objectivism, Ayn Rand argued for 
the primacy of reason and the individual over all other 
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human faculties and institutions, prompting some to 
characterize Star Trek’s Mr. Spock as the embodiment of her 
worldview. However, in her quest to emancipate humanity 
from the dangers of totalitarianism, Rand went too far in 
elevating reason at the expense of faith and by 
characterizing the living God of the universe as just another 
dogma bent on enslaving the minds of men not all that 
unlike Marxist Communism. 

Ayn Rand's thoughts find expression in a number of 
novels and polemical discourses. Atlas Shrugged is 
remembered as Ayn's signature work extolling the virtues of 
nonconformity and radical individualism in the guise of a 
novel about an architect bending to no standard but his own. 
In the novel We The Living, Rand warns of the dangers 
posed by collectivism to the well-being of the individual. 
Rand's nonfiction works include Philosophy: Who Needs It, 
Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal, and The Virtue Of 
Selfishness. 

Of Ayn Rand, it says in Christianity For The Tough 
Minded, "her attempt to formulate a philosophy of creative 
selfishness will make no great impact (227)." Yet her impact 
cannot be denied as her portrait adorns the walls of the Cato 
Institute and key national leaders such as former chairman 
of the Federal Reserve Board Alan Greenspan and Supreme 
Court Justice Clarence Thomas count themselves among 
her admirers. 

Looking at the matter from a certain perspective, the 
beauty and appeal of atheism can be found in its ability to 
adapt to the needs of those building systems of thought and 
seeking to justify individual behavioral practices. Russian 
author Fyodor Dostoyevsky realized that, if there is no God, 
anything is possible. 

The diminished guilt available through atheism may 
serve as a greater incentive to those flocking under its 
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banner even more so than any of the answers the system 
might provide to the universal questions asked by thinking 
individuals. D. James Kenendy points out in Character & 
Destiny: A Nation In Search Of Its Soul that Bertrand 
Russell may have been an atheist as much to ease his 
conscience regarding his numerous affairs and seductions as 
out of a desire for alleged rational consistency (173). The 
idea of God posits the notion that the right to order the 
moral structure of reality resides in a power beyond the 
level of the finite individual's control. 

And control is the one thing the individual atheist is 
loathe to relinquish. Though one can't fault her, Ayn Rand 
was fifty-eight years old before stepping aboard an airplane 
for fear of giving up control over her own destiny to the 
pilots and mechanics she claimed possessed a faulty 
"modern psycho-epistemology" (Branden, The Passion Of 
Ayn Rand , 318). 

Anarchist Segei Nechayev wrote in Catechism Of A 
Revolutionist, "The revolutionist knows only one science, 
the science of destruction which does not stop at lying, 
robbery, betrayal and torture of friends, murder of his own 
family." How much easier it is to topple the tower of 
morality once its foundation of concrete theism has been 
removed. 

A classic truism teaches that if wishes were horses 
beggars would ride, and another piece of cherished wisdom 
reveals wishing for something does not make it so. These 
same principles apply to the longing for a deity-free 
universe as expressed by the thinkers profiled throughout 
this exposition. For even though atheists have gone to 
considerable lengths to implement their systems, 
Communists going so far as to slaughter millions of 
innocent individuals, atheism fails to standup to closer 
scrutiny on a number of grounds. 
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Try as the atheist might to manipulate objective data to fit 
their hypothesis with some evolutionists going so far as to 
invoke the law in order to suppress perspectives conflicting 
with their origins account, the assumptions of atheism fail 
to square with the facts of nature and with the revelation of 
nature's God. At one time earlier in the modern era, it was 
quite common for the atheist to portray himself as the true 
friend and ally of science. However, as impartial 
observational science has probed deeper into the 
macroscopic realm of cosmic space as well as the 
microscopic world of the subatomic particle, this 
relationship once prided by the atheist turned out not to be 
as solid as originally thought. 

The scientific establishment and the philosophical elites 
once derided the so-called "theistic proofs" for the existence 
of God as the outdated wisdom of a less-enlightened era. It 
turns out, however, that these time-honored arguments may 
be as relevant as the latest academic journals. 

The cosmological argument, perhaps the best known, 
states that all finite realities and structures have a cause. 
Therefore, ultimately there must be an uncaused cause 
complete in itself in order to get the proverbial billiard ball 
rolling. This the theist declared to be God. 

Naturalistic cosmologists steeped in atheism such as Carl 
Sagan once tried to dance around the issue by saying that 
the cosmos is all there was, is, or ever will be. But it seems 
that the laws of physics don't exactly have a record of 
contributing to their local PBS station. 

The Laws of Thermodynamics declare that, left to 
themselves, systems degrade to the maximum level of 
entropy; or in laymen's terms, things wear out. Employing 
this principle, one is forced to conclude that, if the universe 
is an infmitely-old closed system those like Sagan claim it 
to be, then the universe would have already wound down in 
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eons past. Therefore, the universe must have had a 
beginning. And since something finite cannot come from 
nothing, the hypothesis of a divine creator provides the 
most plausible alternative. 

It has been noted that the theistic proofs do not 
necessarily reveal the God of Judeo-Christian adoration but 
at best point the seeker in His direction. Likewise, the 
findings of science point the individual in the direction of a 
yet more definitive source of knowledge standing in 
opposition to the claims of atheism. 

Scripture strikes the decisive blow against those daring to 
spit cognitively in the face of God. Psalms 19:1 says, "The 
heavens declare the glory of God; and the firmament 
sheweth his handywork." 

Until the scientist can replicate life on his own from 
nothing whatsoever, that verse settles the issue of whether 
the universe sings the praises of an omnipotent Creator or 
testifies to the cruel fact of an arbitrary universe devoid of 
plan or purpose. Some will no doubt continue to insist upon 
their own path of stubbornness despite what the very 
molecules they are breathing might be telling them. 

Of those failing to be persuaded by the evidence, Psalms 
14:1 says, “The fool hath said in his heart, There is no 
God.” Webster’s defines fool as “a person devoid of reason 
or intelligence.” Either the educated person assents to the 
reality of God or his so-called “education” is not worth the 
value of the parchment the big-shot degree is printed upon. 

If the skeptic still refuses to abandon atheism in light of 
the objective evidence, one is left with no alternative but to 
drag out the rotten fruits produced by this faulty system in 
terms of ruined lived and fallen nations. For instead of 
establishing a set of moral values resting upon a foundation 
apart from divine revelation as originally postulated by the 
adherents of early atheistic modernism, one ends up with an 
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ethical system based upon the absolutist relativism of 
postmodernism where almost anything goes except daring 
to set forth some kind of behavioral standard binding upon 
all. 

According to Chuck Colson in Against The Night: Living 
In The New Dark Ages, in the arena where relativism reigns 
supreme in opposition to the law of God, there is no 
legitimate ground in which one can exclude the arguments 
and proposals of Nazis, serial killers, and pedophiles (47). 
From today's headlines, the nation is coming to realize in 
the most brutal of ways that these ideas do not confine 
themselves to academic journals or newspaper opinion 
pages. And in the case of school shootings such as 
Columbine High, this radical antipathy towards God can in 
fact turn deadly. 

If the lawlessness of atheism can wreak havoc upon 
individual lives, just imagine its affects magnified across 
entire societies. The major dictatorships of the twentieth 
century testify to this blood-soaked historical truth. 

Founded upon assorted atheistic ideologies, these 
totalitarian regimes promised secular heavens on earth but 
instead dragged their nations down to the very borders of 
Hell. 

Unfettered by eternal external standards, those holding 
the reins of power in such societies had nothing to hamper 
the implementation of their most extreme policy whims, not 
even the value of innocent human lives. For example, Mao 
Zedong of the People's Republic of China slaughtered five 
million of his own countrymen in pursuit of his Cultural 
Revolution and related kinds of Communist nonsense. 

While the United States has not yet eliminated that many 
(at least among those fortunate enough to escape the womb 
alive), the Orwellian day is here when good will be called 
evil and evil called good. Former Secretary of Education 
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Bill Bennett aptly noted on an appearance on "Meet The 
Press" that, had the Columbine killers greeted one another 
with "Hail the King of Kings" rather than their trademark 
"Heil Hitler", school officials would have intervened since 
an affirmation of theism — especially of a Christian variety 
— is the one thing an atheistic educational system cannot 
tolerate. School officials did not intervene and the rest is 
history, with organized unbelief claiming yet a few more in 
its unrelenting war upon God and humanity. 

As public rhetoricians are fond of pointing out, mankind 
stands at a crossroads. The choice, however, goes to a level 
deeper than the choice between Democrats and Republicans 
that Americans must make on election day. 

The decision to be made transcends the limited purposes 
of institutionalized politics to embrace fundamental issues 
of worldview and belief. The nature of this conflict can be 
discovered in a comparison and contrast between atheism 
and Christianity. 

From the fundamental postulate regarding the 
nonexistence of God, atheism attempts to formulate a 
comprehensive framework upon which to hang its 
understanding of mankind and the universe. Without God to 
account for the cosmos in which they find themselves, 
atheists argue that the complexity of nature arose through a 
process of gradual evolution governed by the rules of 
chance. 

This process of evolution, to the atheist, serves as the 
dynamic against which man strives to find and determine 
his role upon the earth. As such, everything is thus in a state 
of flux and nothing is fixed as man struggles to figure 
things out against the backdrop of a cold and purposeless 
void. 

Not even fundamental issues such as individual rights, 
personal ethics, or social institutions can afford to remain 
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fixed and stagnant. And if innocent human lives are mined 
or destroyed, that may seem regrettable at this moment 
along the long evolutionary chain, but mankind will 
ultimately get things worked out. It will be then that the 
piles of corpses littering history’s ditches will not seem so 
nauseous upon further enlightenment. 

Of these ideas, Proverbs 14:12 says, “There is a way 
which seemeth right unto a man, but the end thereof are the 
ways of death.” Any history book objective enough to attest 
to the horrors of the twentieth century testifies to this 
startling truth. 

Standing in contrast to the lonely pointlessness of 
atheism is Judeo-Christian theism recognizing God as the 
fundamental proposition of the universe. Like atheism, the 
Judeo-Christian tradition builds its system around its 
conceptual foundation as well. But since its basis is 
drastically different from that of atheism, the conclusions 
drawn by Christianity are considerably different. 

Christianity holds that, since the universe was created 
from nothing through the Word of God, all creation is 
dependent upon Him at all times. Colossians 1:17 says, 
“...by him all things consist.” 

Since man is God’s creation, it is therefore God’s right to 
determine the standards by which man shall conduct his 
own affairs. And since God loves His creation, it follows 
that His standards are for the benefit of His children. These 
standards are communicated to mankind in a number of 
ways. 

One such way is through individual conscience. Romans 
2:14 says, “For when Gentiles, which have not the law, do 
by nature things contained in the law, these having not the 
law, are a law unto themselves.” While God has written the 
Law across the heart of man, man has suppressed this truth 
through sin. 
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God has overcome this development by making Himself 
known in the person of His Son Jesus Christ and through 
the direct propositional revelation of His Word in the Holy 
Bible of which II Timothy 3:16 says, “All Scripture is given 
by inspiration of God and is profitable for doctrine, for 
reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness.” It 
is within this framework of Law and Grace that the balance 
between the individual and society is found as this system 
and the objective standards established by it protect the 
individual since it recognizes the worth and fallen character 
of each. That is why Psalms 33:12 says, “Blessed is the 
nation whose God is the Lord.” 

Atheism remains one of the most serious intellectual 
challenges faced by the contemporary Christian. Despite its 
obvious scientific and sociological shortcomings, the 
powerful adherents of this system positioned in influential 
sectors of society such as government and academia have 
enshrined this worldview as the official dogma of 
civilization nearly as stifling as anything allegedly imposed 
by the medieval Catholic Church. 

Yet despite considerable efforts to enforce this system as 
an orthodoxy that goes so far as to jail students daring to 
pray around a flagpole, like its sister system in the former 
Soviet Union, Western atheism is a decaying ideology. It is 
amid this decay often resulting in social and individual ruin 
that the Christian is able to proclaim the superiority of the 
theistic alternative and the God of its adoration. 
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An Analysis Of Francis Schaeffer's 
The Church At The End Of The 20th Century 


Francis Schaeffer has been characterized as an Elijah to 
the late twentieth century. Though not as inspired in the 
same direct sense as his Biblical forebears, Francis 
Schaeffer did articulate a vision of the future remarkable in 
its accuracy and a message startling in its relevancy. 
Schaeffer was able to accomplish this by extrapolating from 
the cultural situation of the late 1960’s and early 1970’s and 
projecting these trends into the future where the 
implications of these assumptions would have the time 
necessary to fester over into a comprehensive dystopian 
milieu. Schaeffer's The Church At The End 20th Century, 
from a standpoint a tad less than nearly a half century in the 
past, explored a world not unlike our own where Western 
society has abandoned its Judeo-Christian foundations and 
stands poised to lose not only its order but also its liberty as 
a consequence. 

Throughout the corpus of his life's work, Francis 
Schaeffer categorized ideas as the primary force motivating 
history. Richard Pierard in Reflections On Francis 
Schaeffer says regarding Schaeffer's philosophy of history, 
"People's world views or presuppositions determine the 
direction of their political and social institutions and their 
scientific endeavors (199)." The Church At The End Of The 
20th Century attempts to show how such distorted thinking 
comes to impact the structures of civilized existence such as 
the institutions of government and culture. 

Francis Schaeffer concluded that the confusion and chaos 
rampant at the end of the twentieth century were traceable 
to the rejection of the Judeo-Christian foundations upon 
which Western civilization once sat. However, as a result, 
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modern man has not drifted along as before, blissfully 
unencumbered by the burdens classical theism strove to 
address. Instead the whole world has pretty much started 
falling apart. In the first chapter titled "The Roots Of The 
Student Revolution", Schaeffer provides a summary of the 
streams of thought he saw as establishing the backdrop of 
the contemporary world drama. 

Having abandoned the Judeo-Christian worldview, 
modern man has also forfeited many of the benefits inherent 
to that particular body of thought. Being the God of both 
the physical realm and its order as well as the realm of the 
spirit and its yearning for freedom, those turning their backs 
on the God of the Bible inevitably end up losing an 
essential balance between these two pillars of existence. 

Much of the social confusion characterizing the 
contemporary world is understandable in terms of these 
extremes dancing unfettered across America's cultural 
landscape. In the mind of Schaeffer, philosophies and 
perspectives seemingly light-years apart to the casual 
observer were in the final analysis interconnected in that 
they stemmed from the same root problem. 

A number of thinkers who have abandoned Judeo- 
Christian principles have attempted to find ultimate answers 
in an understanding of science construed though their 
materialistic philosophy excluding life's spiritual 
component. Schaeffer referred to this approach as "modern 
modern science" (13). 

Schaeffer deliberately distinguished between modern 
science and modem modern science in an attempt to 
emphasize the difference between the two epistemological 
approaches. Schaeffer stressed that modern science in fact 
arose amidst a Christian framework. The methodology's 
earliest practitioners believed that one could understand the 
operation of the physical universe since it had been imbued 
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with a sense of orderliness by its rational creator. 

However, modem modem science would step beyond the 
confines of such a paradigm to exclude the role of God by 
arguing that the universe is a closed system complete in 
itself. But by eliminating the need for a personal Creator, 
modern modern science also eliminates those aspects of 
man transcending the sum of his material parts or those 
qualities Schaffer cleverly referred to as “the mannishness 
of man”. 

When the cosmos is reduced to mere matter, man can no 
longer be seen as possessing those qualities that distinguish 
him from the proverbial furniture of the universe. Instead 
of arising as responses to metaphysical verities, things such 
as emotions, thoughts, and acts of creativity are reduced to 
nothing more than responses to electro-chemical biological 
stimuli. The aspirations the Declaration of Independence 
gives rise to become no different than the reaction to the 
gastrointestinal conditions sparking heartburn and may in 
fact possibly be interrelated. 

The hypothesis of man as little more than an empty bag 
of mostly water, as the infamous Crystalline Entity put it on 
one episode of Star Trek: The Next Generation, does not fit 
the data or provide much comfort on a cold night when we 
consider the aspects of existence seeming to rise above the 
immediacy of our biological functions. Such inadequacy no 
doubt provokes a response from those not willing to accept 
how divine revelation fills in these blanks but who also 
realize that the cold scientism of Mr. Spock does not quite 
cut it either. 

Schaeffer pointed out that assorted brands of mysticism 
are often, surprisingly, the children of scientism's ultimate 
consequences. With rationalism found wanting, modem 
man feels he must step beyond reason and make what 
Schaeffer refers to as "a leap upstairs" in order to find 
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meaning in nonrational experience. 

Writing along similar lines, James Sire says of 
existentialism in The Universe Next Door, “....against the 
absurdity of the objective world, the authentic person must 
revolt and create value (100)." Values are not arrived at in a 
rational manner through contemplation upon transcendent 
criteria but through an intuitive choice based upon feeling 
much more akin to a mystical experience whether we 
decide to embrace New Age pantheism or various forms of 
political activism. 

In such a situation, one is reminded of the famous 
statement in "The Charge Of The Light Brigade": "Ours is 
not reason why. Ours is but to do or die." The human heart 
realizes that there are things worth valuing beyond the 
concrete material universe even if it cannot justify the basis 
for this belief. However, when rational standards are 
abandoned, chaos of some sort is usually bound to follow. 

Perhaps the most ironic thing of this entire discussion is 
that, the further each alternative gets from the Judeo- 
Christian standard, the more allegedly objective rationalism 
and subjective romanticism come to resemble one another. 
Schaeffer argued that, without some kind of transcendent 
reference point, even the imposing intellectual monolith of 
contemporary science breaks down into personal preference 
and social utility. 

Schaeffer illustrated this by highlighting how Cambridge 
Anthropologist Edmund Leach preferred a theory of 
evolution whereby all human races descended from one 
common ancestor rather than arising separately from one 
another (92). Leach based such a conclusion on no other 
criteria than that the theory of a single common ancestor fit 
better with the notions of racial harmony. 

No longer are scientific decisions to be made in light of 
the facts or data available at the time but in reference to the 
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same kind of subjective criteria by which we would decide 
whether to wear a red or blue tie to work tomorrow. Right 
answers and wrong answers become predicated on their 
usefulness to society or at least to those wielding power. 

One might say objectively that objectivity is not quite what 
it use to be. 

Things might not be so bad if adherents of these 
worldviews sat in a comer and kept quiet amongst 
themselves. Yet the ironic thing is that those convinced that 
no objective truth exists seem the most bent on inflicting 
their version of it upon everyone else in the attempt to 
remold society in their own image. Regarding the 
application of secularist perspectives, Schaeffer was 
perceptive in realizing that — as in the realm of thought 
— these non-Biblical approaches to social organization end 
up in the same place as well. 

Schaeffer elaborates upon what he sees as three 
alternatives to a society built upon Christian foundations. 
Despite the differences in these systems, each bears a 
striking similarity. 

The first alternative Schaeffer warns about is hedonism, 
defined as each doing their own thing. The second 
alternative is what Schaeffer refers to as "the dictatorship of 
51%" or what social scientists and political theorists 
classify as pure democracy where there are no absolutes or 
standards beyond what is determined by the electorate, in a 
focus group, or by a committee. The third possibility 
Schaeffer foresaw was some kind of dictatorship, either in 
the form of one-man mle or by an elite technocratic 
bureaucracy. 

As with scientism and the subjectivism from which the 
aforementioned approaches to politics and social 
organization derive their foundations, it would seem on the 
first view that anarchism and the various forms of 
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authoritarianism would have little in common. But once 
again, closer investigation reveals that each shares a 
startling degree of similarity. 

Anarchy promises liberation through the abolition of all 
traditional standards and institutions. This is either an 
empty promise or the proponents of this particular outlook 
do not fully realize what they are advocating. 

Without eternal standards through which rights and 
property are respected, freedom rests on a most precarious 
foundation. For while the adherents of the various forms of 
Leftism claim to stand for freedom and rights, this concern 
extends only to those professing an ideology similar to their 
own or pursuing related ends. Schaeffer illustrates this in 
the case of one student radical in Paris who told a caller to a 
radio program, "...you just shut up — I'll never give you a 
chance to speak (Schaeffer, 32)." 

So much for freedom of expression. One cannot argue 
that such incidents merely reflect the heat of the moment 
and do not represent the true sentiments of those advocating 
total social revolution. Similar sentiments have been 
expressed by the very theoreticians of this movement as 
normative operating procedure. 

Herbert Marcuse is quoted in Left Of Liberal as saying, 
"Certain things cannot be said, certain things cannot be 
expressed...which promote aggressive policies, armament, 
chauvinism, discrimination (Bouscaren, 13)." In other 
words, those seeking a world of absolute decentralization in 
terms of morals just as much as politics would set 
themselves up as an elite imposing their own arbitrary 
standards with the same radical rigor they employed in their 
conflict to rend asunder the traditional order. Francis 
Fukuyama, author of the acclaimed The End Of History & 
The Last Man noted in a May 22, 2000 Time Magazine 
article titled "Will Socialism Make A Comeback" that a 
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socialistic anarchism will come to exert influence over the 
world of the twenty-first century without having to assume 
the formal reins of government by orchestrating disruptive 
protests like those that now regularly taken place during 
global financial summits in an attempt to alter world policy. 

Francis Schaeffer has been with the Lord since the early 
1980's. Yet the thought of this visionary Presbyterian 
continues to provide considerable insight into a world 
tottering on the edge of chaos and encouragement for 
Evangelicals having to navigate a variety of perplexing 
issues. Schaeffer realized that one could not avoid the 
dangers of the contemporary world by simply ignoring 
arenas such as politics and other forms of social 
engagement since such forces have the power to impact all 
facets of existence in a mass society. Schaeffer addressed 
the impact of worldviews upon different aspects of culture 
in the chapter "Modern Man The Manipulator". 

Particularly startling is the accuracy of Schaeffer's 
predictions regarding technological development. Schaeffer 
warned, "Very soon, all of us will be living in an electronic 
village hooked up to a huge computer, and we will be able 
to know what everybody else in the world thinks. The 
majority opinion will become law in that hour (97)." 

Today, this prediction finds itself on the verge of 
fulfillment. Leaders such as Newt Gingrich and as far back 
as Ross Perot have suggested that the networking capability 
of the Internet be utilized for the purposes of referenda in 
order to decide major issues facing the nation. However, 
Schaeffer correctly warned of the manipulation likely to 
result from the use of this technology by and against 
individuals not adequately grounded in the truths that do not 
change regardless of the latest digital innovations. The 
Information Superhighway can take the web surfer either to 
the accumulated knowledge of mankind or the electronic 
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equivalent of a red-light district. 

Some will dismiss Schaeffer's injunctions as Evangelical 
eschatological hysteria, especially when he speculates about 
the bio-electronic manipulation of individuals in reference 
to a May 22, 1970 International Herald Tribune article 
about monkeys controlled by radio receivers implanted into 
their brains (98). That is until one reads the May 22, 2000 
edition of Time Magazine predicting that prison guards may 
someday be obsolete thanks to implantable biochips that 
could be used to modify inmate behavior. Then one realizes 
that Francis Schaeffer’s understanding of human nature is 
truly holistic, comprehending the present in light of the past 
and the future in relation to the present. 

It would not be much of an overstatement to say that 
Francis Schaeffer played a primary role in awakening 
Evangelicals to the precarious state of the world around 
them. One cannot discount the influence of Schaeffer upon 
the contemporary Evangelical mind. Regarding Schaeffer’s 
influence, Clark Pinnock writes in Reflections On Francis 
Schaeffer, “He [Schaeffer] enlisted in this task 
fundamentalists like Jerry Falwell and Tim LaHaye who, 
although they were world-denying dispensationalists at 
first, quickly became culture-reclaiming activists (Pinnock, 
179).” In other words, Schaeffer helped Evangelicalism 
realize that the world and human endeavor possessed value 
beyond the number of souls that could be saved, central 
though individual salvation may be. 

Schaeffer in no way sought to undermine the centrality of 
the individual, but rather hoped to expand Evangelical 
concerns to encompass all areas of thought and creation 
since the God the Christian served was the master of these 
as well. It was out of this sanctity for the individual created 
in the image of God that Schaeffer believed it was 
imperative for believers to engage in these other areas. Key 
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to accomplishing this mission, Schaeffer believed each 
individual must take stock of their personal beliefs. 
Schaeffer often lamented that most people caught their 
presuppositions like they would the measles — quite 
haphazardly. 

Such reflection was just not to be a Sunday school 
exercise. Schaeffer saw it as groundwork for intensive 
apologetic conflict and engagement with a decaying world. 
Though himself a Presbyterian minister and evangelist, 
Schaeffer hoped to inspire Christians to get involved as salt 
and light in all academic disciplines and intellectual 
pursuits. Schaeffer said that the best thing a Christian 
scientist could do would be to invent a computer for the 
individual designed to counter the centralizing tendency of 
intrusive databases (Schaeffer, 99). No where did he 
conclude that learning was off limits to the believer since it 
had often been employed for questionable purposes. 

I Chronicles 12:32 praises the children of Issachar for 
understanding the times in which they lived. Our own era 
stands witness to a rate of change unprecedented in the 
pages of history. Like the men of Issachar, Francis 
Schaeffer will be remembered as one of the few capable of 
rising above the confusion of the moment to determine the 
overall place of our times in relation to God's providence 
and the consequences that will result from ignoring it. 
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A Review Of Why I Am Not A Christian 
By Bertrand Russell 


Without a doubt, Bertrand Russell stands as one of the 
most formidable minds of the modern era. Through his 
efforts with Alfred North Whitehead in Principia 
Mathematica, Russell further elaborated the relationship 
between mathematics and deductive logic. Russell's 
endeavors, however, were not confined to complex 
philosophical treatises having little influence outside of 
academic circles. Russell's work spanned the intellectual 
spectrum, ranging from works on the history of philosophy 
to international relations and political theory. Russell even 
produced newspaper articles for mass consumption. But 
despite his prolific intellectual output, Russell did not apply 
his mathematician's logic and objectivity to much of his 
non-scientific thought, especially in the area of religion as 
embodied by his work Why I Am Not A Christian. 

Instead of addressing a single topic throughout the entire 
work, Why I Am Not A Christian is a collection of articles 
and essays addressing Russell's position on religious 
matters in general and issues regarding Christianity in 
particular. Proverbs 23:7 says, “For as he thinketh in his 
heart, so he is.” Many times influential voices speaking in 
the opinion-molding institutions of academia and media 
contend that one's views on religion do not necessarily 
impact other areas of existence such as the political or the 
sociological. Scripture teaches that this popular opinion is 
incorrect. However, the Bible is not readily accepted by 
those arguing for the mentioned opinion. Even though the 
work argues against the traditional positions of Christianity, 
the power of Why I Am Not A Christian resides in how it 
links one's views regarding religion with one's beliefs about 
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society and the world despite the author's attempt to argue 
otherwise. 

Russell's religious beliefs (or lack thereof) found their 
basis in his position that the theistic proofs are not as 
conclusive as believers make them out to be. When asked 
what he would say if confronted by the Creator at his death, 
Russell said he would respond by saying, “God! Why did 
you make evidence of your existence so insufficient?” 

In Why I Am Not A Christian, Russell proceeds to critique 
each of these arguments. None of them escape his scathing 
scrutiny. Of the argument from the First Cause, Russell 
remarks that, if everything must have a cause, then God 
cannot be the uncaused cause by those following in the 
intellectual lineage of Aquinas. Russell claims that this 
argument actually results in an endless digression of 
creators begetting creators much like those mythological 
cosmologies where the Earth rests atop an elephant resting 
atop a tortoise etc. etc (7). 

From the outset, Russell argues from faulty notions. 
According to Norman Geisler in Introduction To 
Philosophy: A Christian Perspective, in a thoroughly 
naturalistic context something cannot come from nothing. 
But by its definition, a noncontingent being does not require 
a cause since its existence is complete in itself (289). Only 
finite contingent beings require a cause. 

The next proofs tackled by Russell are the arguments for 
the existence of God from the evidence of creation. Russell 
argues that, in the light of Einsteinian relativity, the 
Newtonian system of natural law is not as binding upon the 
universe as originally thought. Therefore, these scientific 
principles cannot be used to argue for the existence of a 
rational creator. However, one could turn the tables on 
Russell and point out that the revelations of Einsteinian 
physics actually provide a better testimony to the existence 
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of God than even the previous Newtonian model. 

According to Russell, natural law is nothing more than 
statistical averages resulting from the laws of chance (8). 
John Warwick Montgomery in Faith Founded On Fact 
rebuts Russell's position by pointing out that the Einsteinian 
and quantum paradigms actually allow for miracles while 
maintaining that an ordered universe exists. In those 
systems attempting to account for the totality of the 
physical universe, it is God who keeps the universe from 
instantaneously dissolving into the chaos of individual 
atoms flying off into their own paths and who can rearrange 
the normal operations of reality when doing so suits His 
greater glory such as turning water into wine and 
resurrecting the dead (43). 

Besides drawing faulty conclusions regarding the validity 
of the theistic proofs, Russell errs as to their purpose as 
well. Russell is correct in pointing out that these arguments 
do leave room for some doubt. Yet this can be said about 
any other linguistically synthetic proposition about the 
world as well. 

If one wants to get really nit-picky about the matter, one 
could doubt whether Bertrand Russell himself even existed 
since the Analysts were not above doubting the veracity of 
historical knowledge. As much as it might irritate the so- 
called “scientific mind”, one cannot exist without exercising 
some degree and kind of faith. 

The theistic proofs can serve as a guide pointing towards 
faith or as a mechanism to help rationally clarify it. They do 
not properly serve as a replacement for it. Norman Geisler 
points out that one ought not to believe in God because of 
the theistic proofs. Rather, the theistic proofs provide one 
with a basis to reasonably assert that God exists (Geisler, 
269). 

Having taken on the first person of the triune Godhead, 
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Russell turns his sites onto the second, the Lord Jesus 
Christ. To his credit in a perverse sort way, Russell does not 
hide behind the phony religiosity of the liberal and the 
modernist which states, “Jesus was a good teacher, but...” 

Russell openly wonders whether or not Christ even 
existed. And even if He did, Russell asserts, Jesus is far 
from being the greatest among human teachers as asserted 
by the likes of the Unitarians and the New Age movement. 
At best, according to Russell's scorecard, Jesus comes in at 
a distant third behind Socrates and Buddha (16). According 
to Russell, Christ's greatest flaw was His belief in the reality 
of Hell and His condemnation of those who would not heed 
the Messiah's call. Socrates provides a superior moral 
example since Socrates did not verbally castigate his 
detractors, according to Russell (17). 

Russell's disdain for those believing in the reality of Hell 
exposes his own bias rather than prove his dedication to the 
ideas of truth that he invokes elsewhere to undermine the 
claims of religious faith. In appraising the idea of Hell, 
Russell does not give much consideration to the realm of 
eternal damnation, instead dismissing the concept as a cruel 
idea (18). But if Hell is real, is not Christ doing the proper 
thing in warning how such a terrible fate might be avoided? 
Employing Russell's line of reasoning, it becomes cruel to 
chastise someone standing under a tall tree with a piece of 
sheet metal during a thunderstorm since such an exhortation 
also warns of the dire consequences likely to result from 
such foolish behavior. 

But while Russell questions the historicity of Jesus 
Christ, he readily accepts that of Buddha even though Christ 
is perhaps the best documented figure of ancient history. 

The first accounts of Buddha appear nearly 500 years after 
the death of that particular religious figure. Those regarding 
Jesus appear within the first several decades following the 
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Crucifixion. 

Allegedly having removed God from His thrown as 
sovereign of the universe, Russell proceeds to lay out what 
he does believe primarily in the chapter titled “What I 
Believe”. Replacing religion as the tool by which man 
approaches the world, Russell would have man utilize 
science to determine meaning, reducing the totality of 
reality to that of mere physics (50). To Russell, even 
thought is nothing more than the chemical components and 
electrical impulses arising from the brain's physical 
composition. 

Yet despite believing the material world to be ultimate, 
Russell saw no problem with making pronouncements 
regarding the areas of life transcending the material base 
such as ethics and social organization. Russell boldly states 
in italicized print for all to read, “The good life is one 
inspired by love and guided by knowledge (56).” However, 
elsewhere in the very same chapter, Russell says, “...nature 
in itself is neutral, neither good nor bad (55).” 

If humanity is nothing more than the sum of the physical 
composition of the species, it is then inappropriate to 
elaborate a theory of morality. Morality poured into such a 
naturalistic crucible becomes nothing more than individual 
personal preferences, which do seem to serve as Russell's 
source of moral reasoning. According to Russell, traditional 
morality is based upon cruelty and ignorance. However, 
according to John Frame in Apologetics To The Glory Of 
God, to invoke the values of love and knowledge (even 
when done so to undermine traditional conceptions of 
virtue) is to inadvertently defend the divinely established 
order of creation traditional moral values rests upon in the 
first place since such values are only desirable if a divinely 
created hierarchy exists (93-102). 

Ultimately, one cannot craft a system of ethics solely 
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based on science legitimately defined as science. At best, 
science can only assess and clarify the situations to which 
moral principles must be applied. To say that science is the 
source of moral values is to argue for a scientism or a 
naturalism as loaded with as many conceptual 
presuppositions as any theistic creed. 

One can base one's ethical beliefs on the record of 
Scripture, which II Timothy 3:16 says is given by 
inspiration of God and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, 
for corrections, and for instruction in righteousness. Or, one 
can operate under man's own unaided reason, which is 
finite, corruptible, and known to change every five to ten 
years subject to FDA approval. History reveals which has 
the far better track record. 

Unlike many Christians who do not take their worldview 
outside the church sanctuary or seminary classroom, 
Bertrand Russell was not one content to keep his 
philosophy and ideology confined to the level of an 
academic exercise. In terms of political activism, this was 
manifested by his vocal opposition to the nuclear diplomacy 
engaged in by both the United States and the Soviet Union 
during the tensest days of the Cold War. 

However, the application of Russell's worldview did not 
always lead him to pursue admirable yet perhaps naive 
goals such as world peace. In fact, Presbyterian minister D. 
James Kennedy suggests in Character & Destiny: A Nation 
In Search Of Its Soul that Russell may have formulated his 
philosophical position regarding religious matters as a 
justification for his erotic proclivities, the lanky intellectual 
having actually had numerous adulterous relationships 
including philanderous escapades with the daughters of 
friends and colleagues (173). In fact, Russell social views 
derived from his foundational assumptions sparked 
considerable controversy. After all, it was not his Principia 


63 



Mathematica that cost him a professorship at the City 
College of New York but rather his views regarding 
marriage and personal morality. 

Seeing man soley as the product of natural processes and 
merely as a highly evolved animal, Russell's views 
regarding human intimacy and procreation reflect this 
sentiment. According to Russell, much of traditional 
morality — especially that dealing with sexual ethics — is 
based upon superstition. In fact, Russell believed that it 
would be beneficial for society and family life if the 
traditional understanding of monogamous, life-long, God- 
ordained marriage was openly violated. In these matters, 
Russell sounds much like a contemporary Planned 
Parenthood operative or public school sex educator. For 
example, Russell argued for no-fault divorce, unhampered 
sexual promiscuity provided children do not result from 
such illicit unions, and for temporary trial marriages not 
unlike the phenomena of cohabitation (168-178). 

Despite his attempts to expand human freedom and 
happiness in regards to these matters, Russell's proposals 
are in reality prescriptions for heartache and disaster. The 
segment of society sustaining the highest number of 
casualties in the sexual revolution are the young that 
Russell had hoped to liberate. According to syndicated 
columnist Cal Thomas in The Death Of Ethics In America, 
by the age of twenty-one 81% of unmarried males and 60% 
of unmarried females have had sexual intercourse. 

However, such carnal stimulation is not necessarily the 
fulfilling personal growth opportunity Russell claimed it 
would be. 

Venereal diseases rank as the number one form of 
communicable illness in the United States. And the varieties 
of this pestilence prevalent today do not always react as 
well to penicillin as those ravaging the morally deviant of 
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Professor Russell's day (Thomas, 92). Those engaging in 
Dr. Russell's trial marriages — what use to be referred to as 
living in sin — fare little better. Those participating in such 
arrangements on average go on to experience higher levels 
of marital discord and incidents of divorce. 

God did not establish the regulations regarding human 
intimacy in order to rain on everybody's parade. These rules 
were promulgated in order to bring about the maximum 
degree of individual well-being and personal happiness. 
Matthew 19:5 says, “For this cause a man shall leave his 
father and mother, and shall cleave to his wife; and the two 
shall become one flesh. Hebrews 13:4 adds, “Marriage is 
honorable in all and the bed undefiled: but whoremongers 
and adulterers God will judge.” 

To his credit and the shame of the church, Russell does 
note how women have over the course of history often 
endured oppressive marriages many times under the 
sanction and justification of misunderstood interpretations 
regarding marital submission. However, any cruelty 
justified under this command is a misinterpretation of the 
passage's true intent. In Ephesians 5:25, just two verses 
away from the famous Scripture misused as an excuse for 
all manner of masculine cruelty, the Bible clearly reads, 
“Husbands, love your wives even as Christ loved the 
church.” This love is to be a sacrificial and gentle love; not 
the decree of a tyrant even though the husband is the king of 
the house. Studies indicate that, in reality, marriage is far 
safer for women than the live-in arrangements advocated by 
Russell under the euphemism of temporary marriage. 

Having dismissed the traditional family and religion 
(both organized and otherwise) as impediments to 
humanity's progress, Russell puts his hope for the 
betterment of mankind in the state. Rather than punish 
individuals committing sins so heinous that they infringe 
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upon the well-being of society, the state is to manipulate 
human behavior in order to bring about desired outcomes 
beneficial to the greater community. In fact, according to 
Russell, sin defined as an action committed by an individual 
in defiance of the universal moral order as established by an 
omnipotent creator does not exist. Sin is merely that which 
is disliked by those controlling education (159). 

Even those committing the most heinous deeds are not 
beyond the pale of psychological reprogramming or pity 
much like that lavished upon a wayward dog that cannot 
help scratching up the furniture or urinating on the rug. To 
bring about his scientific utopia, the state would be granted 
expansive powers in even those most private aspects of 
existence. For example, Russell's state would go so far as to 
decree that children must be confiscated from their parents 
and raised by trained statist experts (163). 

Russell also suffers from the same paradox afflicting 
Marx and other socialists in that Russell desires to shrink 
the power of the state while at the same time dramatically 
increasing it. While wanting to put economic power into the 
hands of workers through a system of guilds and syndicates, 
Russell also sought to establish a world state having a 
monopoly on the use of force as well as establish 
guaranteed incomes and the human breeding restrictions 
mentioned earlier. 

The issues raised by Russell's political opinions still 
possess relevance today with much of contemporary civic 
discourse an ongoing debate regarding the very kinds of 
policies advocated by Russell and his leftwing associates. 
F.A. Hayek noted in The Road To Serfdom that, while 
liberals might have naive but benevolent intentions behind 
their social engineering proposals, these ultimately require 
more bloodthirsty totalitarians or others of a similar vain 
lacking concern for innate human freedoms and 
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constitutional liberties. Even Russell admits that much of 
human liberty is the result of the interplay between church 
and state (185). What then would result should the influence 
be nullified as Russell proposes? 

Reflecting upon Russell's proposal of state-run childcare, 
it is highly doubtful whether or not such a program could be 
implemented without a great deal of bloodshed or a massive 
multi-generational conspiracy such as Hillary Clinton's it 
takes a village mentality and the United Nation's 
Convention on the Rights of The Child. Programs and 
policy outlooks such as these seek to alter the fundamental 
nature of the family primarily through bureaucratic stealth 
and covert legislative manipulation. Realizing that the 
proclivities towards marriage and family ran so deeply in 
the human psyche, even the Soviets had to back off their 
plank to so openly undermine the oldest of human 
institutions as part of their diabolical agenda. 

And while the wars plaguing mankind are deplorable, the 
geopolitical landscape allowing them to arise is still 
preferable to the global tyranny and persecution that would 
result from a planetary regime that would impose its iron 
will on any portion of the world refusing to heed its edicts 
and decrees. At least under the current world order, a small 
percentage of humanity is able to enjoy some measure of 
freedom until the Lord's Second Coming. 

Contrary to what even the National Rifle Association 
claims, America's Founding Fathers did not draft the 
Second Amendment to protect skeet shooting and squirrel 
hunting. Instead, this constitutional provision established a 
sense of liberty by creating tension between freemen and 
the operatives of the state by implying violence could result 
should government authorities over step the confines of 
their legitimate powers. Something similar is true with a 
system of nation-states competing with one another, none of 
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which can tyrannize all of mankind at one time. 

By reading Why I Am Not A Christian , one is reminded 
that the current culture war besieging America did not begin 
with either the inaugurations of Bill Clinton or Barack 
Obama. It is in fact decades and even centuries old. While 
setting out an agenda and its ideological justification, 
Russell's Why I Am Not A Christian also provides a glimpse 
into the cultural disputes of another era. 

The final chapter of the book consists of an appendix 
detailing the court case that ultimately prevented Russell 
from obtaining a professorship of mathematical and 
scientific philosophy. Whether or not Russell's critics 
should have acted so vehemently is open to debate as (to 
utilize a phrase just employed) there is some virtue to 
settling things through “open debate” with each side 
detailing their merits and revealing the weaknesses in the 
arguments of their opponents. However, history has shown 
that the concerns raised by those opposed to Russell's 
appointment were based upon legitimate fears. 

Though Russell cannot bear sole guilt as much of that 
must also go to his colleagues sharing in his worldview of 
loose sex and paternalistic government, this philosophy has 
gained much prominence in social institutions such as 
education, entertainment, and even religion. Regard for the 
family and human life has deteriorated to such a degree that 
is has become regular to hear in news reports of former 
mailmen mowing down with machine guns their fellow 
employees (the act itself now referred to as “going postal”) 
or of prom queens killing their newborns between dances. 
The world has never been perfect since the expulsion from 
Eden, but seldom in history has there been times where 
such outright evil is openly justified by those in authority 
such as certain psychologists, elected officials, and media 
personalities. 
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Bertrand Russell's Why I Am Not A Christian will not 
stand as a classic regarding what is explicitly written upon 
the pages. For the highest rational principle appealed to is 
that the world should enshrine the thoughts and preferences 
of Bertrand Russell simply because they are the thoughts 
and utterances of Bertrand Russell. However, the message it 
propounds between the lines of each man serving as his 
own god ranks among the central apologetic challenges of 
this or any other era. The clear style and detectable fallacies 
found within the pages of Russell's Why I Am Not A 
Christian will prepare Christians to take on more 
sophisticated versions of these arguments wherever they 
might appear. 

A Review Of Salvaging Civilization By H.G. Wells 

To most Americans with a recollection of the Cold War, it 
was assumed the global superstate would be brought about 
through military conquest. However, in Salvaging 
Civilization, H.G. Wells suggests how this planetary 
political organization could be brought about through 
education and the management of public opinion. 

According to Wells, the future of mankind is dependent 
upon the establishment of world unity in order to protect the 
human race from social disintegration and physical 
destruction. However, instead of blatantly imposing this 
new world order from without, Wells suggests conditioning 
the masses into accepting the world state through targeted 
forms of intellectual manipulation. 

While Wells claims to have the best interests of man at 
heart, it is clear he does not think all that much of the 
common individual. For in his view, it is the place of such 
people to simply go along with the will of the elite. Wells 
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writes, “It is often forgotten, in America, even more than in 
Europe, that education exists for the community, and only 
for the individual only so far that it makes him a sufficient 
member of the community. The chief end of education is to 
subjugate and sublimate for the collective purpose of our 
own kind the savage egoism we inherit (24-25).” 

Thus, education in the proposed global society is not so 
much about empowering the individual to think for himself 
as it is to condition him to take his place as a docile member 
of the group. As such, the early stages of establishing a 
world government will not be as much about changing 
politics itself as it will be about influencing the minds of the 
young. 

The freedom Wells grants with one hand by liberating the 
individual from traditional authorities he takes back with 
the other. Wells writes, “The world state must begin as a 
propagandist cult, to which men and women must give 
themselves and their energies regardless of the 
consequences (35).” 

Furthermore, the future world state won’t simply be an 
institution in the background keeping the peace and making 
sure the trains run on time. Rather, it is to be in the forefront 
in molding what the good member of the community is to 
think and believe. 

Foremost among the methods for keeping order in the 
New World Order will be what Wells calls ‘The Bible of 
Civilization”. However, this is not to be the famed Good 
Book that has guided mankind in religious and ethical 
matters century upon century. Rather, this new Bible is to 
consist of an anthology of the best in human literature and 
learning selected and periodically revised by “a few 
hundred resolute and capable people”. 

But as a renowned atheist, what Wells failed to realize is 
that the thing that has granted the Bible such sway over the 
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minds of men and cherished in their hearts is that it was 
handed down by the hand of God or at least that is what is 
believed by those that honor its precepts. All Wells leaves 
us is a committee working paper with the proviso that the 
document's findings are subject to change at a later date. 

If God says something like thou shalt not murder, like it 
or not, I don’t have much room to argue about it. If some 
sanctimonious committee with no other authority than that 
which it has bestowed upon itself and duped the masses into 
abiding by for the time being makes grandiose 
pronouncements it claims we are obligated to obey, why 
should I have to comply with its dictates and decrees? 

Despite claiming to stand for human freedom by 
abolishing traditional prohibitions on sex outside of 
marriage (no doubt in part because he was himself a 
profligate adulterer), Wells’ behavioral codes would be far 
more extensive and binding than anything elaborated upon 
in the pages of the Bible. Wells writes, “One of the first 
duties of a citizen is to keep himself in mental and bodily 
health in order to be fit for the rest of his duties.” 

Thus, to translate Wells’ position into something we can 
understand, go out and have as many affairs as you want 
(no doubt to lessen the bonds to a particular spouse or 
family so that identity comes instead to be derived from the 
larger group). Just don’t get caught smoking a cigarette or 
enjoying fast foods since that might hinder the revolution 
and the glorious expansion of the motherworld. 

To some viewing H.G. Wells as a figure prominent at the 
beginning of the previous century, he has little bearing on 
the world in which we live today. However, upon 
contemplating his proposals in The Salvaging Of 
Civilization such as the rule by elite committees, extensive 
control of education, and regulations that bear a frightening 
similarity to provisions against hate speech when he writes 
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“We must put ourselves, and our rulers and our fellow men 
on trial. We must ask ‘What have you done to...help or 
hinder the peace of mankind?.’ A time will come when a 
politician who has...willfully promoted international 
dissension will be...much surer of the noose than a private 
homicide (40)” we are already too eerily close to living in a 
world of this author’s own making. 

Moyers' Malfeasant Mouth 

For decades, Conservatives have warned the American 
people about the liberal biases emanating from the 
transmission towers of PBS. PBS, on its part, has always 
countered that it broadcasts nothing but objective, 
unembellished fact. It would thus seem that this media 
megalith is not aware of its own presuppositions or is 
intentionally downplaying them in an attempt to blunt 
critical responses on the part of discerning viewers. 

It could be argued that each news organization is 
epitomized by the personalities of key correspondents. Few 
would deny that Bill O’Reilly embodies the propensity of 
Fox News to challenge conventional wisdom. 

Likewise, Bill Moyers undoubtedly symbolizes the 
values embraced by PBS. And from what’s been spewing 
forth from the pen of this renowned journalist, reasonable 
citizens would conclude it’s about time the nation did 
something about this propaganda outfit run amok. 

Writing on the PBS website about the Republican 
midterm election victory, Moyers makes known his partisan 
disappointment. But in the process, Bill does more than 
reveal the affiliation on his voter registration. 

Moyers is especially revealing when he says, “These 
folks don’t even mind you referring to the GOP as the party 
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of God. Why else would the new House Majority Leader 
say that the Almighty is using him to promote ‘a Biblical 
worldview’ in American politics.” 

Moyers makes it sound like a worldview is something 
only a pervert would have. Frankly, Tom Delay would have 
gotten more respect from the PBS elite had he been a child 
molester. 

Whether he wants to admit it or not, Bill Moyers also has 
a worldview. A worldview is simply the set of assumptions 
an individual holds about reality and how it operates. A 
worldview endeavors to answer such questions as the origin 
of the universe, the nature and purpose of man, and the 
interrelationship of the individual and various social 
institutions. 

The issue is not if you have a worldview. The issue is, 
rather, what you put into that worldview and what reference 
the individual draws upon as a source of authority. In saying 
he is promoting a Biblical worldview in American politics, 
the Majority Leader simply means Judeo-Christian moral 
values should be applied to matters of public policy; he is 
not threatening to impose a particular denominational 
ecclesiology on anyone. 

Like it or not, government and politics are going to 
reflect somebody’s values. Bill Moyers certainly has no 
qualms interjecting his own worldview throughout his 
remarks daring Conservatives to promote their own beliefs. 

Moyers writes, “That mandate [of the Republican Party] 
includes the power of the state to force pregnant women to 
give up control over their own bodies.” 

From this statement, one can conclude that human beings 
don’t rank highly in Bill Moyers’ worldview. For he 
apparently has no problem with killing unborn babies and 
thinks mankind is little more than a collection of biological 
impulses incapable of control prior to the consummation of 
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the procreative act. 

From the Moyers editorial, the discerning reader picks up 
that this influential member of the media has little problem 
with unbridled state power so long as it is exercised in 
compliance with his ideological proclivities. Of the Bush 
Administration, Moyers writes, “Above all, it means judges 
with a political agenda appointed for life.” 

Here Moyers is whining about President Bush’s 
campaign promise to nominate jurists who consider the law 
as actually written considered in the spirit intended by the 
Founding Fathers. Apparently Moyers prefers those on the 
bench who pull law out from nowhere beneath their robes 
and who harbor nothing but contempt for the inalienable 
rights of man. 

In light of such one-sided comments, one trusts that, as 
an organization funded by tax dollars, PBS will open its 
airwaves and url’s to Conservatives for the purposes of 
leveling the philosophical scales. But don’t count on it. 

In an attempt to provide a sense of balance, one viewer 
sent the Salt Lake City PBS affiliate a copy of a video 
entitled “From a Frog To A Prince”, produced by the 
creation science ministry Answers In Genesis, to review for 
potential broadcast. Instead of enlightening the audience by 
publicizing both perspectives, the station is quoted in the 
ministry’s April 2002 Answers Update as follows: “[We} 
have looked at the show and do not feel that we can use it 
for local broadcast. The involvement of AIG [Answers In 
Genesis] and the ... content of the show violates a basic 
tenet of Public Television ... We strive to avoid the 
appearance of any bias upon the part of producers... in an 
effort to guarantee a measure of impartiality.” 

If Bill Moyers is unbiased and impartial, I’d hate to see a 
partisan shill. By maintaining his front as an objective 
correspondent, in criticizing the outcomes of these latest 
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elections from this particular perspective Moyers has — in 
a sophisticated fashion — heaped nothing but disdain and 
ridicule upon the values embraced by the majority of voting 
Americans who care about their country. 

Since his sentiments clearly reflect the kind of media 
atmosphere PBS intends to promote, perhaps this network 
should be compelled to forgo tax proceeds from those 
regular Americans its executives hold in such contempt. 
After all. The Discovery Channel and A&E seem to be 
doing well enough without a single government cent. Why 
can’t PBS do the same? 

Liberal Dunce In Evangelical Clothing Again 
Takes Questionable Stand On Controversial 

Issue 

Matthew 10:16 warns believers to be as wise as serpents 
and as harmless as doves. Yet it seems many Christians do 
everything within their power to throw common sense to 
the wind, foremost among them being Christian author 
Tony Campolo. 

At a Baptist conference in North Carolina covered by the 
Evangelical Press, Campolo elaborated upon his position 
regarding the war on terrorism. Americans should thank 
God each night that this minister is not charged with 
formulating strategic policy at the Pentagon. 

The Evangelical Press quotes Campolo as telling the 
conference, "I'm not sure we want to hear about this Jesus 
who says, ‘Those who live by the sword die by the sword' 
as we engage in military buildup. I'm not sure we want to 
hear of a Jesus who says, ‘Blessed are the peacemakers for 
they shall be called the children of God.'." 

Such a statement is an insult to every member of the 
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American armed forces and those of us involved in other 
vocations such as media who contemplate the protection of 
this great country. Even more importantly, such a statement 
misconstrues the meaning and intent of Scripture. 

Even though it might not come straight from the Bible, a 
little piece of wisdom just slightly less profound urges that, 
if a nation wants peace, it must prepare for war. Though 
many Christians fall for every missionary sob story making 
the rounds on the deputation circuit regarding the childlike 
innocence of wide-eyed foreigners, the world is a dangerous 
place. 

Those out to destroy the United States aren't known to 
abide by Sunday school courtesies such as "please" and 
"thank you". It's kind of hard to hand them a tract as they 
fly jetliners into skyscrapers. The only way to prevent them 
from picking on you is to convey the message that the pain 
they will endure for doing so will be as great and perhaps 
even more so than whatever they can inflict upon you. 

Perhaps Rev Campolo should study his Bible a bit more 
carefully. The issue is not so much the sword or the use of 
force per say but rather the context in which it is employed. 

Liberals, even if they don't believe another lick of 
Scripture, love to pound the adage "Those who live by the 
sword die by the sword" in the face of those advocating a 
sufficient national defense. Yet it is doubtful the alleged 
scholars have studied this Biblical injunction beyond its use 
in sloganeering. 

Jesus actually says in Matthew 26:25, "Put your sword 
back in its place, for all who draw the sword will die by the 
sword (NIV)." The Lord said this in response to Simon 
Peter cutting off the ear of the high priest's servant when 
Jesus was arrested. 

Elsewhere, however, the use of the sword is not so 
frowned upon. Romans 13:4 says, "For he [the ruler] is God 
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's servant to do you good. But if you do wrong, be afraid 
for he does not bear the sword for nothing. He is God's 
servant, an agent of wrath to bring punishment on the 
wrongdoer (NIV)." 

Modernists are no doubt dancing with glee, thinking they 
have stumbled upon one of those fabled Biblical 
contradictions they are always talking about but always 
seeming to evade their grasp. But what we have here is not 
a contradiction but rather a need for context. 

The factor separating the Bible's condemnation of 
violence and the acceptance of the need for the strategic 
application of force centers around the issues of legitimacy 
and authority. Christ chastised Peter because the headstrong 
Apostle no doubt struck out in a fit of blind rage. There 
seems to be nothing in Scripture indicating that the poor sap 
whose ear met the business end of Peter's blade really did 
anything to warrant such a response. 

God established government, on the other hand, with the 
primary function of protecting innocent human life from 
those who would destroy it. This purpose originates in 
Genesis 9:6 where the mandate for capital punishment was 
first introduced. 

Instead of consenting to the solemn need to take action to 
stop these fanatics seeking to rain untold destruction and 
bloodshed down upon the civilized nations of the world, 
Campolo gallops down a cliched mendacity not even 
remotely connected to the crisis directly confronting the 
United States. Campolo said, "There's a swamp out there 
called poverty and injustice." Campolo can engage in such 
proto-Marxist posturing until his heart's content, but his 
grand dreams of wealth redistribution won't stop one act of 
terrorism. 

One does not have to be an intelligence analyst 
ensconced at the CIA or the FBI to realize that Osama Bin 
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Ladin is a multimillionaire. Lead hijacker Muhammad Atta 
pursued graduate studies in urban planning at a prestigious 
European university. Another of his colleagues was enrolled 
at the Goethe German Language Institute in Egypt and later 
migrated to Germany to live in the posh comforts of the 
supposedly decadent West. 

These scoundrels are hardly hobos simply struggling for 
a better existence. Likewise, reporters interviewed a number 
of Afghans who had never even heard of Osama Bin Ladin 
before September 11th and who could barely scrounge 
together the basic necessities of life, much less find the 
leisure hours necessary to become first rate revolutionaries. 
Much like Rev Campolo, these agitators simply use the 
downtrodden as a platform from which to launch their 
forays in opposition to our capitalistic constitutional 
republic. 

Yet one ought not be too hard on Dr. Campolo. For while 
he might be well-educated as a college professor, he has 
displayed a shocking degree of naivety over the years as to 
how human nature really works. This is the very same 
author who, after all, wrote a while back in 20 Hot Potatoes 
Christians Are Afraid To Touch that homosexuals should be 
encouraged to shack up provided they remain chaste. Bit 
like urging an alcoholic to work in a liquor store if you ask 
me. 

Campolo asserted that the U.S. has set back missions a 
thousand years, claiming, "If we're going to win that 
Muslim world to Christ, we cannot make stupid statements 
about their religion and we cannot... engage in a holy war 
against them." 

What does he care? A few years ago, Dr. Campolo got 
into it with Jerry Falwell on "Crossfire" arguing that one 
might very well get into Heaven without belief in the 
redemptive message of Christ as found in the Gospel. Why 
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backpedal from such theological universalism now, unless 
of course the higher principle happens to be adopt whatever 
position allows you to bash the United States and the 
average American believer. 

Galatians 3:28 says, "There is neither Jew nor Greek, 
slave nor free, male nor female, for you are all one in 
Christ." Christ died to save any Middle Easterner seeking 
forgiveness in Him just as He did any American realizing 
they are lost in their sin without Him. However, there will 
be little for American Christians to contribute to the 
important task of world missions if the United States is 
reduced to little more than a smoldering crater glowing in 
the dark. 


Theoanthrocide: 

The Death Of God & Man 

Psalm 11:3 says, “If the foundations be destroyed, what 
can the righteous do?” Without a doubt, the twentieth 
century ranks among the deadliest in all of human history 
and it seems the twenty-first will likely continue this 
appalling legacy. This era will also be remembered as a 
period of intense philosophical upheaval where the pillars 
of culture and belief were shaken and in many cases even 
shattered. A number of sophisticated liberals will contend 
that one cannot establish a link between these sociological 
developments because innocents have been slain in 
societies assenting to Judeo-Christian assumptions and not 
every unbeliever has been an ax-wielding serial killer. Yet 
it cannot be denied that, in nations where the God of the 
Bible comes to play a role of decreasing significance, the 
value placed upon human life soon follows such a downhill 
plunge. 
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Exodus 20:3-4 reads, “Thou shalt have no other Gods 
before me. Thou shalt not make unto thee any graven 
image...” The Lord continues in verses 5 and 6, “Thou shalt 
not bow down thyself to them, nor serve them: For I am a 
jealous God, visiting the iniquity of the fathers unto their 
children unto the third and fourth generations of them that 
hate me; And shewing mercy unto the thousands of them 
that love me and keep my commandments.” Thus from the 
outset, evidence exists that consequences flow directly from 
one's attitudinal disposition towards the Almighty. 

Usually, these consequences are thought of in terms of 
one's eternal destination. However, the warning that the 
iniquities of the father will be visited upon the children to 
the third and fourth generations dispels the notion of 
consequences being solely immediate. Rather, it indicates 
that ramifications are possible within a wider social context. 
It therefore becomes evident that acknowledgment of and 
submission to the God of Abraham, Issac, and Jacob plays a 
fundamental role in ordering the individual's cultural and 
relational perspectives. 

The requirement to yield to the God of the Bible is not 
intended to shore up the fragile esteem of a deity lacking in 
self-confidence. Rather, the foremost among the 
Commandments serves as a protective boundary designed 
to shield sinful individuals from falling prey to their own 
delusions as well as those of others. 

In The Universe Next Door ,; James Sire lists a number of 
assumptions regarding the nature of God embraced by 
Christian theism. These include the following: God is 
omniscient, God is sovereign, God is good, and God created 
the universe and everything in it out of nothing other than 
through the power of His own Word (23-26). These 
assumptions are replete with ramifications for humanity's 
ethical situation. For if God is the benevolent, all powerful, 
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all knowing creator and sustainer of the universe, it 
naturally follows that the plans and intentions established 
by His guidelines for man are therefore the best possible 
course of action. Obedience to the First Commandment 
brings the individual into compliance with the divinely 
ordained moral order and allows the individual to prosper 
the most from it — if not in this life, surely in the next. 
Romans 12:2 says, “And be not conformed to this world, 
but be ye transformed by the renewing of your mind, that ye 
may prove what is good, and acceptable, and perfect will of 
God.” John 8:32 adds, “And ye shall know the truth, and 
the truth shall make you free.” Rather than stifling mankind, 
the First Commandment allows for a liberation found in no 
other system of belief or religious thought. 

Sadly though, the present age since the Fall in the Garden 
of Eden has been marred by sin and its consequences. 
Instead of complying with the First Commandment and 
accepting God's free gift of salvation found through belief 
in the work of Christ, man has consistently preferred to go it 
alone in a state of rebellion. Romans 1:21-23 says, “For 
even though they knew God, they did not honor Him as 
God....; but they became futile in their speculations. 
Professing to be wise, they became fools, and exchanged 
the glory of the incorruptible God for an image in the form 
of a corruptible man and of birds and animals and crawling 
creatures (NASB).” 

It was not enough for man to bid God adieu and be on his 
way. Man's religious yearnings ran so deep that something 
had to fill the vacancy left by an evicted God. Throughout 
the twentieth and now into the twenty-first century, man has 
grown increasingly less-flustered about blatantly occupying 
without having to hide behind golden calves or Olympians 
sculpted from marble the throne once reserved for God 
Almighty alone. 
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Even though belief systems purporting to be theistic but 
opposing a sound Biblical conception of God present their 
own dangers, for the purposes of this brief analysis the most 
stunning ethical contrast is provided by none other than 
secular humanism. According to Tim LaHaye in Mind 
Siege: The Battle For Truth In The New Millennium , secular 
humanism holds to the following principles: God does not 
exist, man is all that does exist, and everything we see and 
experience in the world today arose through a process of 
evolution set in motion by the spontaneous generation of 
matter devoid of any divine creative impulse or overseeing 
guidance (185). As such, man finds himself alone in the 
universe, having to rely solely on his own finite intellect for 
survival and understanding. This state of existential self- 
sufficiency extends to the arena of ethics as well. 

As with its theistic counterpart, the nature of humanism's 
system of ethics indelibly flows from its object of ultimate 
adoration. Thomas Oden in Two Worlds: Notes On The 
Death Of Modernity In America & Russia classifies the 
ethical motifs of modernity — to which secular humanism 
serves as a backbone — as autonomous individualism, 
narcissistic naturalism, and absolute moral relativism 
(33-35). Translating this into English, in the humanist 
system of ethics, values are ultimately determined by the 
individual in response to external stimuli and internal 
biochemical reactions without reference to any transcendent 
moral standard. As Francis Schaeffer notes in A Christian 
Manifesto, “From the material, energy, chance concept of 
final reality, final reality... must be silent as to values, 
principles, or any basis of law. There is no way to ascertain 
'the ought' from 'the is” (48).” While humanist ethics might 
prove workable but spiritually unsatisfying in a world of 
one, problems arise when multiple individuals are required 
to engage in a high degree of social interaction. 
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Despite being based on faulty assumptions in violation of 
the First Commandment, many humanistic individuals, 
regimes, societies, and cultures do not necessarily set out to 
journey down the path of corruption and libertinism. 

Before his death, renowned entertainer and signatory to 
Humanist Manifesto 2000 Steve Allen served as spokesman 
for the Parents' Television Council of the conservative 
Media Research Center in that watchdog organization's 
campaign to cleanup America's polluted broadcast airwaves. 
However, John Frame argues in Apologetics To The Glory 
Of God that the existence of objective morality is a theistic 
assumption with the ultimate choice being between God and 
nothingness (102). And since Humanism views life as little 
more than a random accident, there is little reason to respect 
it as a treasured and unique phenomena. 

Casual observers might find it perplexing that a system of 
thought so focused upon the human organism ends up being 
so dangerous to and destructive of human life. Yet such is 
clearly the case when examined through the light of history 
and current events. The most outright examples of 
Humanism on the rampage against individual human life 
are to be found in those regimes and societies that at one 
time or the other embraced totalitarian ideologies such as 
Communism or Fascism. 

Of such sociopolitical theories, Erik von Kuehnelt- 
Leddihn in Leftism: From De Sade & Marx To Hitler & 
Marcuse says regarding the viewpoints of those figures 
regarding the value of the individual human life, “The 
individual is subject to the will of the majority...He is a 
mere number in the 'democratic process', who can be added 
or subtracted...The individual is nothing — the 'People' 
every thing... The individual is a mere fragment of the 
collective masses (426).” In the system of humanism then, 
the individual is not the ultimate source of value per say as 
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is the species taken as a whole. And this is where much of 
the trouble comes in at. 

As discussed elsewhere in this paper, the human heart is 
constructed in such a manner as to require some focus of 
ultimate loyalty. For the totalitarian, such centrality of 
purpose is found in the state or ruling party. Since these 
finite political entities do not hold absolute sovereignty 
unlike God, these regimes basing their foundations on 
nothing but pure egoism cannot countenance a rival voice 
providing an alternative vision or critiquing the one 
preferred by the prevailing elite. This is because such an 
elite cannot guarantee the set of ultimate outcomes it desires 
and still grant the same degree of individual determination 
as God to those over whom they seem to exercise complete 
control. And since it must be remembered that the humanist 
version of the Golden Rile declares that those who have the 
gold make the rules, those overseeing these sociopolitical 
environments are able to tinker with the parameters of 
acceptability within their respective spheres to justify the 
elimination of the inconvenient as epitomized under the rule 
of Hitler, Stalin, and Mao. 

The threat to life in nations purporting to value 
democracy and individual human rights may be more subtle 
than that found under totalitarianism, but the seductiveness 
of such is often spread across a far wider base. For whereas 
tyrants possess the power to eliminate their victims through 
the gulags and concentration camps shocking to most 
Americans, polite humanists discreetly discard those they 
deem an inconvenience through the sanitary privacy 
provided by a clinic while celebrating the deed as the 
epitome of self-actualization under the banner of choice. 

The hideous reality finds its most prominent expression in 
the issue of abortion where the violation of the First 
Commandment and the transgression of the Sixth come 
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together in the amalgamation of a single act. Even though 
the numbers may be diminished in the sense that the tyrant 
slays untold millions and the wayward parents seeking an 
abortion instead bear responsibility of snuffing out one, the 
process leading to each of these outcomes share 
considerable similarity. 

Analyzed from a philosophical perspective, abortion is 
quite often the result of assuming an ethical authority to 
which no human ought to be privy. The decision to abort is 
often the culmination of the principles discussed previously 
as these concepts move downward from the academic 
domain of the elites and into the lives of average citizens. 
The individual seeking the abortion — whether they realize 
it consciously or not amidst their struggle and trying 
circumstances — begins by assuming that they (not a deity 
transcendent to the passions of the moment) are the 
supreme arbiter of right and wrong. 

And if no eternally objective standard exists outside of 
the circumstances of the human organism, one of the first 
things to go is truth, in this case represented in the form of 
scientifically accurate information and propositional axioms 
conforming to the facts as they actually exist. For example, 
in Pro-life Answers To Pro-Choice Arguments, Randy 
Alcorn confronts some of the common justifications raised 
in defense of this homicidal procedure. Perhaps the best 
argument illustrating this point is as follows: “The unborn is 
not a person with meaningful life. It's only inches in size, 
and can't even think; it's less advanced than an animal 
(Alcorn, 56).” 

Objective scientific fact teaches that the fertilized egg 
constitutes a genetically distinct individual whose DNA will 
be no more complete at the age of twenty than at the 
moment of conception. And the criteria of 
“meaningfulness” used to judge the value of human life 
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ought to send chills down the spine of every thinking 
individual. Since the unborn child is as human as any other 
soul dwelling upon the earth, what is to stop this 
qualification from being invoked as an excuse to sweep 
aside others deemed inconvenient such as the chronically 
ill, the emotionally depressed, or even those expressing 
beliefs countering prevailing cultural norms onto the 
societal garbage heap? If the ability to think determines the 
extent of one's humanity, can pro-choicers be said to qualify 
as people by their own standard? 

With advances in technology, abortion simply becomes 
the tip of the biomedical scalpel. Genetic engineering, with 
its potential cures and promises to increase the quality of 
life for untold millions, might be even harder for Christians 
to grapple with. For unlike abortion, on the surface genetic 
engineering masquerades as a proposition in compliance 
with the noblest aspirations in support of human life. Yet 
like handguns and automobiles, these advanced 
technologies rather take on the moral intent of those 
wielding them in any given circumstance. Often those 
harboring the hubris of humanism hold to intentions far 
removed from the lofty goals of curing disease or 
ameliorating physical pain. Instead, those adhering to this 
particular worldview hope to harness these procedures to 
make manifest their version of an improved humanity 
removed from any constraints imposed by an external 
creator, regardless of the detrimental consequences likely to 
be wrought upon actual human lives. 

To address this issue, one might be surprised to learn few 
better apologetic resources exist for the Christian than 
certain types of science fiction since this form of 
imaginative speculation often allowed a theme to be taken 
to its conceptual extremes. At the one end of the genetic 
continuum stands the possibility of a master race not unlike 
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the horror envisioned by Adolf Hitler. This possibility was 
considered on the program “Gene Roddenberry's 
Andromeda” in the form of a genetically engineered race 
know as the Nietzscheans who end up enslaving most other 
humans and plunging the transgalactic civilization know as 
the Systems Commonwealth into an age of lawlessness 
serving as the backdrop against which the ongoing saga 
unfolded. 

While most prevalent themes seem to address the 
domination of humanity by these wayward laboratory 
experiments, the possibility exists for the reverse whereby 
man will fail to respect the Sixth Commandment protections 
of those conceived and modified in this revolutionary 
manner, instead looking upon such individuals as property 
rather than as fellow persons. Steps may in fact be taken to 
even alter or limit the fundamental human characteristics of 
such beings. One branch of such research known as 
transgenics hopes to introduce animal DNA into the human 
genome. Thomas Horn noted in a WorthyNews.com article 
titled “Transgenics: Creating Real Monsters” that such 
efforts in spirit violate the injunctions against bestiality 
found in Leviticus 18:23 by undermining the integrity 
between species with the possibility of “ultimately 
producing animal characteristics within humans.” These 
ideas have been explored in a number of television 
programs such as “Dark Angel” where one of the characters 
was forced to live life with the body of a human and a face 
evoking the features of a lion. 

In a sense, one might look upon the study of Bible 
prophecy as a discipline where the seemingly unbelievable 
predictions of science fiction often take form in the 
concreteness of history. And while admitting that one 
cannot state with absolute certainty how God might permit 
the events of eschatology to come about, these horrors may 
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very well transpire through the aide of a form of genetic 
engineering that recognizes no ethical limits and respects 
only the lives of those wielding power at the time. The 
Raelian movement, a religious sect that worships 
extraterrestrials as the creators of mankind, hopes to 
resurrect the dead by cloning them. Ultimately, this could 
provide the means whereby the Anti-Christ could pull off a 
counterfeit resurrection. 

Other passages of prophecy sound like a transgenic 
nightmare. In particular, the locusts of Revelation 9 come 
to mind. These creatures are described as like unto horses 
prepared for battle, with the faces of men, the hair of 
women, the teeth of lions, and the tails of scorpions. Such 
creatures may come from the pit of Hell, but they could 
very well find their way from there through the route of 
some mad scientist's laboratory. In the vain attempt to 
reshape humanity in its own image, transhumanists could 
scar man's precious visage through such a narcissistic 
undertaking that, unless those days be cut short, no flesh 
would be saved (Matthew 24:22). 

James 2:10 says, “For whosoever shall keep the law, and 
yet offend in one point, he is guilty of all.” The Ten 
Commandments begin to unravel in the lives of those who 
have not come to repentance in Jesus Christ. Should an 
individual or society fail to recognize God's rightful place 
as ruler of the universe, such individuals could unwillingly 
discover that they might not be around very long to enjoy 
the universe that God so lovingly created. 



Pastor Seeking “With It” Reputation Ventures 
Close To Heresy 


A recent issue of Time Magazine profiled a number of 
America’s most influential Evangelicals. Among those with 
acceptable conservative credentials included historian 
David Barton, constitutional attorney Jay Sekulow, and 
author Tim LaHaye. 

However, one professional religionist quietly slipped 
onto the list promotes a severely watered down brand of 
Christianity more about accommodating the faith to trendy 
progressive causes rather than applying a Biblical 
perspective to the issues of the day. For whereas those 
profiled such as Barton, Sekulow, and LaHaye earned their 
places on the roster for their strong positions they have 
taken in regards to their respective areas of expertise, Brian 
McLaren’s claim to fame happens to be his spineless 
vacillation when confronted with matters requiring a 
distinctively Christian response proverbially separating the 
wheat from the chaff. 

McLaren’s Time profile starts out detailing McLaren’s 
response to what this renowned cogitator thinks of gay 
marriage. To the inquiry he replied, “You know what, the 
thing that breaks my heart is there’s no way I can answer it 
without hurting someone on either side.” 

What does that have to do with anything? For the true 
man of God, there is nothing to agonize over when 
formulating a response to such a clear cut issue. 

The Bible is quite plain; marriage is exclusively between 
a man and a woman. What does a pastor have to apologize 
for? A church committee did not invent marriage. 

Should we sugarcoat those passages and doctrines others 
don’t like? I’m not too fond of taxes. Does that mean I 
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should throw a fit until the preacher gives up on expounding 
the passages of Scripture extolling us to pay our taxes? 

Better yet, does this mean we should downplay the 
monogamous nature of marriage for fear of alienating the 
practitioners of polygamy? More importantly, should 
pastors gloss over texts explicating the divinity of Jesus for 
fear of upsetting Jews or Muslims with their competing 
versions of monotheism? Just how far is the neutered 
church willing to take this new sacrament of 
hypertolerance? 

Maybe we ought to toss out orthodox doctrine, traditional 
values, and good old common sense to replace them with a 
catechism and liturgy making community the highest arbiter 
of standards and values. For whereas Rev. McLaren laments 
the obligation of upholding the clearly delineated 
injunctions of the Bible, he certainly has few qualms about 
promulgating a religious creed bearing a startling 
resemblance to contemporary postmodern 
communitarianism. 

A number of McLaren’s underlying beliefs are 
expounded in an article in the Summer 2003 edition of 
Christianity Today s Leadership Journal titled “Emerging 
Values: The Next Generation Is Redefining Spiritual 
Formation, Community, And Mission”. McLaren suggests, 
instead of a traditional apologetic and systematic theology 
emphasizing the rational truths of the Christian faith, an 
approach focusing on feelings and outcomes. 

McLaren predicts, “Christians in the emerging culture 
may look back to our doctrinal structures...as we look back 
on medieval cathedrals: possessing real beauty that should 
be preserved, but now largely vacant, not inhabited 
anymore or used much anymore, more tourist attraction 
than holy place.” He continues, “If Christianity isn’t the 
quest for (or defense of) the perfect belief system (‘the 
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church of the last detail’) then what’s left? In the emerging 
culture, I believe it will be ‘Christianity as a way of life’ or 
‘Christianity as a path of spiritual formation’.” 

In other words, clearly defined beliefs are a crock and a 
waste of time. McLaren says as much in the following: “I 
was giving thanks to C.S. Lewis, Francis Schaeffer, and 
Josh McDowell my best apologetics informed replies, and I 
wasn’t getting through. My Liar-Lunatic-Or-Lord 
arguments...and water tight belief system didn’t enhance the 
credibility of the Gospel...rather, they made the Gospel 
seem less credible, maybe even a little cheap and shallow.” 

Interesting how Pastor McLaren enunciates his 
disapproval for propositional truth in the form of 
propositions. Note he did not relay the impression through 
extrasensory emotional transference or through some 
rambling narrative where the only conclusions are those the 
listeners draw for themselves in the finest traditions of the 
postmodernism McLaren has enthusiastically embraced. 
While the fruits of the Christian faith are important as they 
are signs of a life well led in Jesus Christ, given the choice 
between feelings and proper beliefs, proper beliefs must 
take precedence over good feelings. Feelings must arise 
from beliefs since proper beliefs won’t necessarily arise 
from good feelings. 

McLaren’s tendency to elevate the ends of Christianity 
over the means is evident in regards to his attitude towards 
two popular movies — “Hotel Rwanda” and “The Passion 
of Christ” in a review published in Sojourner’s Magazine. 
The review — appearing in the rag renowned as a 
mouthpiece of the Religious Left — hopes to convince 
readers as to which film is the more spiritually efficacious. 

In a move reminiscent of the Neo-Orthodoxy of Karl 
Barth and the like, McLaren aesthetically as well as 
ethically places ephemeral existential considerations over 
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the concrete reality of historic fact. According to McLaren, 
“Hotel Rwanda” is actually a “more Christian” movie than 
“The Passion Of Christ”. 

From what I have been able to gather since I have seen 
neither film, “Hotel Rwanda” is about an individual who 
tries to save lives during the African Massacres of the 
1990’s whereas “The Passion Of Christ” is an attempt to 
cinematically depict the sufferings of the Messiah as He 
died upon the cross for the sins of those who would accept 
Him as Savior. 

How can one movie possibly depicting Christian values 
be “more Christian” than another that actually — despite 
legitimate criticisms raised by sensitive Protestants to 
certain Catholic elements within the picture — is a 
reenactment of the events that brought Christianity into 
existence? For if Jesus did not die and rise from the dead, 
why should we even bother with good deeds to begin with? 

As John Warwick Montgomery often jokes, who’s heard 
of a Unitarian leper colony? I Corinthians 5:19 says, “If in 
this life only we have hope in Christ, we are of all men most 
miserable.” But then I don’t think the words of Scripture 
carry all that much weight with McLaren and his sect since 
emotions seem to take precedence. 

Without fidelity to these fundamental events and creeds 
of the Christian faith as expressions of history as actual as 
the signing of Declaration of Independence or the Allies 
landing at Normandy, this world religion under 
consideration degenerates into an amorphous psychobabble 
that ends up lavishing undue power upon positions of 
authority and imbuing this world with a kingdom of God 
quality once reserved for Heaven itself. 

As beings existing amidst the flow of history, events such 
as the Crucifixion, the Resurrection, and their depiction in 
the words of the Bible connect the individual directly with 
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the Almighty. But when the temporal emphasis of the faith 
is altered from its primary concern of the individual and 
salvation to that of the group and its propagation, adherents 
are forced to placate a constantly expanding intermediary 
body standing between themselves and God if they desire to 
continue their status as upstanding members of the 
fellowship in question. 

Usually, this new loyalty is placed in the community and 
the pastor as the personification of this abstract authority 
that is not to be questioned and existing beyond many of the 
rules the remainder of us regular clods are expected to 
adhere to as less advanced members of the spiritual 
hierarchy. 

It is not enough to live by the principles of the Bible by 
loving the Lord, taking care of one’s family, and otherwise 
staying out of trouble. Rather, one must confess the darkest 
recesses of one’s soul to the encounter group as it meanders 
about in ethical confusion as the facilitator guides them to a 
predetermined outcome not necessarily having anything 
whatsoever to do with the Bible or traditional Christian 
concerns. 

Rev. McLaren shows his true colors regarding these 
matters in relation to environmental policy and philosophy 
as it serves as an excellent example of how McLaren’s 
aberrant theology will disrupt the life of the individual if his 
ideas gain influence among Christians and the broader 
culture. 

Since the highest ethical good in McLaren’s worldview is 
the community, individual prerogatives and aspirations are 
seen as the bane and downfall of the natural world. 

McLaren in a Match 2004 Sojourners article titled 
“Consider the Turtles of the Field” chides that as a society 
we must move beyond concepts such as private ownership 
and free enterprise. Instead, those espousing so-called 
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“kingdom values” must embrace the communal, hold 
property in common, and forsake the notion of “mine”. 

Such revolutionary postures go beyond a concern for the 
greed and corruption endemic to the super rich such as 
multinational corporations, political figures, media 
personalities, and (dare we say) megachurch potentates. 
McLaren is far more interested in destroying the traditional 
American way of life. 

Interestingly, this ecclesiastical milksop who won’t even 
take a stand one way or the other regarding sodomite 
matrimony characterizes the American nuclear family as a 
“waste” of resources and unworthy of the attention it 
receives in popular Evangelical thought. McLaren hopes 
extended families and “intentional households” (think 
glorified communes) will be the wave of the future. 

One wonders if Pastor McLaren’s will be as keen on the 
share and share alike and the what’s mine is yours and 
what’s yours is mine outlook when the additional men he 
invites to reside at his compound have intentions for his 
wife? Or as most experiments in communalized domesticity 
end up, will Rev. McLaren be the only one permitted to 
relish the benefits of the community property if you catch 
my drift? Jonestown or Waco, anyone? 

Refusing to confine his religious perceptions to the 
parameters of the texts and doctrines he finds stifling, 

Pastor McLaren refuses to realize that notions of property, 
privacy, and “mine” are not so much necessarily about 
greed as about establishing some kind of system that 
provides some degree of protection against the sin nature 
while allowing mankind the opportunity to enjoy what good 
remains in him as a creature made in God’s image. Rev. 
McLaren might not like the notion of private property, but 
it’s the only thing that prevents someone else from moving 
into his house when he is not there or permits him to seek 
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legal recourse if someone bashes him in the head and 
snatches his car when stopped at a traffic light. 

Through an examination of his environmental 
philosophy, one gets the impression that Rev. McLaren is 
not so much for nature as he is against the individual 
finding joy and purpose apart form considerable social 
control. It seems Rev. McLaren gets a bit of a kick getting 
into the business of others over which there is no Biblical 
mandate for doing so. 

McLaren’s antipathy towards individual liberty is 
particularly evident in his opinion of the automobile and 
contemporary living arrangements. Of these foundational 
components of our material existence, McLaren writes, 

“The effects of caring will have to change our systems that 
depend on fossil fuels and...housing systems that maximize 
human impact through suburban sprawl [and] farming 
systems that violate rather than steward land.” Somehow I 
don’t imagine a bigshot like Rev. McLaren bicycles 
wherever he goes, lives in a thatched hut or in an inner city 
slum as most urban planners suggest, or nibbles on pine 
bark. 

One wonders what this naive preacher is willing to give 
up. Apparently not quite as much as the rest of us not 
having reached his pinnacle of spiritual advancement must 
for the cause as has been characteristic of leftist 
revolutionary movements throughout history. For while the 
rest of us are to be ashamed for owning an automobile, 
dwelling in the suburbs, and having back decks instead of 
front porches (since these shelter the individual from the 
prying eyes of nosey neighbors operating under the mandate 
of “authentic community”), McLaren and his disciples have 
built their own little ecclesiastical fiefdom that can only be 
accessed by the very technologies this Luddite cleric rails 
against. 
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Living in the same “watershed” — this being McLaren’s 
primary geographical identity — as this theological 
crackpot, I have personally seen McLaren’s ivory tower 
(Cedar Ridge Community Church). I can assure you it is 
sufficiently out in what use to be the countryside that he’s 
not going to draw the crowds he longs to fawn over him 
without considerable automobiling to this neighborhood of 
half-million dollar homes, many sufficiently spaced far 
enough away from each other to prevent unwanted 
interaction between the occupants. But I guess gathering at 
the feet of this guru might qualify as one of those rare 
instances where use of the automobile might still be 
justified. 

Nor does it seem to have stopped McLaren from trotting 
around the globe to spread his views and to indoctrinate 
others. But then again, when you think you are the best 
thing to hit religion since Jesus Christ, why should you let a 
little thing like a consistent environmental philosophy stand 
in your way? 

One suspects what McLaren and his cronies really suffer 
from is good old-fashioned liberal guilt of a similar strain 
that wracked Phil Donahue when he’d ring his hands in 
despair that he had been fortunate enough to have been bom 
an American. Yet instead of allowing such a realization to 
inspire a life of humility and non-ostentatiousness, when 
those of this attitude come to power they seek to assuage 
their own burdened souls by extracting the penance from 
the hides over whom they exercise authority. 

The goal of the Emergent Church movement is liberation 
from what it classifies as the antiquated dogmas and 
traditions of Christianity. And while the church must always 
remain vigilant to ensure certain ecclesiastical accretions 
are not elevated to the level of revelation handed down from 
on high, what this movement under consideration seeks to 
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replace accepted orthodoxy with is a religious paradigm that 
undermines individuality and imposes a reliance on 
community that conditions churchgoers to pliantly take 
their place in the emerging global order. 

In Emergent Circles Da Vinci Code No Worse 
Than Left Behind 

In the spring of 2005,1 wrote a column detailing what I 
considered a few of the shortcomings and dangers of the 
Emergent Church Movement. Much to my surprise, the 
piece sparked more of a debate than originally anticipated, 
full detail of which I am not privy but it must have been a 
real humdinger. 

According to one pro-Emergent blog called 
TallSkinnyKiwi, since I have dared to say my peace 
elsewhere about tattooing, smoking, and boozing (three 
things Emergophiles seem to revel in with impunity), as 
well as enunciated differences with Presbyterians and 
Southern Baptists (as if these institutions were somehow 
above criticism [perhaps they should be reminded about the 
Protestant Reformation ]), my comments about the 
movement's grand pooba Brian McLaren are therefore out 
of line and not worthy of consideration. 

In the spirit of ecumenical inclusion gripping much of 
mainstream Evangelicalism, TallSkinnyKiwi categorized 
my classification of McLaren as "the worst McLaren slam" 
making the rounds on the Internet and "This is NOT the 
kind of discussion we want to have, so please...no 
wrangling about words, no arguing, no divisiveness...Let’s 
have a good productive discussion that allows us all to 
move ahead." No doubt headlong into the arms of apostasy. 
Thus, the practitioners of liturgical diversity hold that the 
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sacrament of tolerance should only apply to those agreeing 
with them. 

My column regarding McLaren might seem utterly 
bizarre to minds too small to fathom the revolutionary 
apocalyptic changes sweeping across certain sectors of 
society, but I stand by my conclusions and assessments of 
this aberrant movement and its foremost luminary. Yet, 
from what I have learned since then, the situation might 
even be worse. 

In the May 9, 2006 Sojomail ezine of the leftwing 
Christian rag Sojourners, McLaren is interviewed as to his 
opinion of The Da Vinci Code. According to McLaren, 
though The Da Vinci Code is lit with fallacies and 
distortions, these are no more serious than those in the Left 
Behind Series. 

Though there is room for debate among committed 
Christians as to the specific chronology of certain 
eschatological events and that some of the plot elements 
seem needlessly drug out or somewhat silly, overall one 
cannot deny that the Left Behind novels depict a milieu 
where Jesus is Lord of the universe. The Da Vinci Code 
portrays Jesus as little more than a sex fiend no more divine 
and thus worthy of worship than the rest of us. But since in 
their own words a good story is more important to the 
Emergent crowd than cold hard fact, all that is beside the 
point. 

What McLaren and his disciples really can’t stand is the 
reasonably conservative outlook espoused by the Left 
Behind novels. McLaren writes, "The Religious Right has 
polluted the air. The name ‘Jesus’ and the word 
‘Christianity’ are associated with something judgmental, 
hostile, hypocritical, angry, negative, defensive, anti¬ 
homosexual, etc. Many of our churches, even though they 
feel they represent the truth, actually are upholding 
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something that is distorted and false." 

In case Pastor McLaren has not been off that spacious 
Burtonsville church compound of his surrounded by houses 
pushing a million dollars in price, there’s quite a bit to be 
negative and angry about in the world today. Frankly, it’s 
that naive brand of Christianity with the sickening grin 
plastered across it’s face that is so emasculated that it 
doesn’t get upset at anything that is upholding something 
distorted and false. 

The McLarenite beef with the Left Behind series is the 
way the novels "twist scripture toward a certain theological 
and political end." Mind you, I doubt he’s raving about a 
pre-tribulation rapture or the oddity of a believer 
chauffeuring the Anti-Christ around the globe. Rather, what 
McLaren is lamenting is Left Behind 's stern warning against 
global government and the amalgamation of world religions 
into a demonic mismash. 

For you see, whether he wants to admit it or not, Rev. 
McLaren turns out to be something of a universalist deep 
down. For while he will no doubt dance around the matter 
with the obfuscation endemic to the Emergent Church 
movement, McLaren is out to undermine traditional belief 
in the afterlife, particularly the destinations of the soul 
popularly known as Heaven and Hell. 

According to McLarenite doctrine, it doesn’t even matter 
if these metaphysical realms even exist. The belief in them 
is actually a holdover from a more primitive time, hindering 
continued spiritual progress by fostering what has become 
the new boogeyman constantly harangued from the twenty- 
first century pulpit and Sunday school classroom (namely 
individualism). McLaren comes close to insinuating that 
Jesus didn’t even believe in Hell but simply invoked the 
concept to best the Pharisees at their own game of verbal 
one-upmanship. 
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Instead of fearing the eternal torments of Hell and 
anticipating the unending happiness of Heaven, the truly 
spiritual person only concerns themselves about a this- 
wordly COMMUNITY. Frankly, if this is all there is to the 
Kingdom of God, I want a refund and being a Christian is a 
colossal waste of time. 

The hyperpious might come down with a case of the 
vapors for me having said that, but whether they want to 
admit it or not, my opinion is essentially that of the Bible. I 
Corinthians 15:19 says that if in this life only we have hope, 
we of all men are most miserable. 

Interesting how those in these revolutionary movements 
constantly counsel how we have so much to learn from 
foreign cultures when these alien dogmas undermine sound 
doctrine, traditional liberties, and private property yet so 
eagerly dismiss these concepts when a degree of congruity 
is shared with Christian belief. So what if Zoroastrians at 
that time had a more vivid understanding of the afterlife 
than their Jewish counterparts? 

Does the idea’s origin somehow negate any of its 
veracity? Jesus wasn’t the only Biblical source to endorse 
the notion of a punitive realm of the afterlife irrespective of 
where the idea might have gotten its initial start as the 
theme received its most elaborate treatment probably in the 
Book of Revelation. But if McLaren is going to get his 
knickers in a knot over Left Behind, he’s as sure as Sheol 
not going to like the Book of Revelation. 

What good is the COMMUNITY going to do you on 
your deathbed as your existence is about to be snuffed out 
all together if Heaven and Hell really do not exist as 
destinations in eternity but merely as states of mind for the 
few brief years that each of us trod this earth? McLaren and 
his ilk often claim they have taken the tack they have in the 
name of bringing the young people back into the church. 
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But if his message is going to be this life is all we have, 
why should they bother showing up Sunday morning at all? 
For in the grim world McLaren posits (no matter how much 
Emergent types might try to put a smile on it with their 
scented candles, nose rings, and espresso bars), one is better 
off patterning one’s life after Hugh Hefner than Jesus Christ 
if tomorrow never comes. 

The Pied Piper Of Apostasy? 

Throughout the history of His people first in terms of 
pre-Messianic Israel in the form of the Psalms and then 
ultimately in terms of the Church following the death, 
burial, and resurrection of the Lord Jesus Christ, music has 
played a crucial role in conveying the great truths of 
doctrine and teaching to the faithful. As such, many of 
these lyrical works referred to as hymns have endured for 
decades and in some instances even centuries. 

The Emergent Church movement is a philosophy of 
ecclesiology holding that much of what Christendom 
professed throughout the modern era was either in error or 
in need of being reformulated as society transitionally 
progresses into an epoch more postmodern in orientation. 
However, given that its musical tastes have apparently 
found it difficult to expand beyond so-called “Seven Eleven 
Choruses” where songs composed of a mere seven words 
are sung over and over for what seems like eleven times in a 
row, this methodology of ministry might have hit something 
of a roadblock in terms of didactic lyricism. 

Emergent Church poobah Brian McLaren announced that 
he thinks he may have found a way around this formidable 
impasse. He contends that, if generations of Christians 
have enjoyed classic songs to such a noticeable extent, why 
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throw out the baby with the bathwater? That might happen 
more often in a literal sense than you think given the 
support for the deliberative neo-natal infanticide epidemic 
throughout the circles of religious leftism. 

Instead of composing entirely new songs that may or may 
not catch on, according to an article published at 
Christianpost.com, Mclaren has decided to simply 
formulate new lyrics in compliance with his doctrinal 
preferences and peculiarities to those tunes that have stood 
the test of time. It also likely doesn't hurt that most are 
probably so old that they have also passed into the public 
domain in terms of copyright status. 

The first released by McLaren bastardized in this fashion 
is “Onward Christian Soldiers”. That particular hymn 
wasn't good enough to be left alone, in McLaren's view, 
because of its emphasis of warfare against “the foe”. 

According to McLaren, his sensibilities were unsettled by 
the original version because “the foe” could be interpreted 
to mean “our neighbors outside of the Church”. McLaren 
further insists that metaphors of warfare were not in accord 
with Jesus' and Paul's program of peacemaking. 

So once this apostate is finished, will he next turn his 
cross hairs to explicitly rewriting the Bible? The argument 
could be made that McLaren is already well down that path 
in terms of the warped practices he advocates as evidenced 
by his co-officiating at his son's homosexual wedding. 

Like it or not, the Bible is already full of war metaphors. 
For example, at His Second Advent, Christ does not intend 
to return as the friend the lowly Jesus. Instead He will 
appear upon a white steed amidst a battle where the blood is 
prophesied to flow up to the bridals of the horses. 

The timid will respond that is merely a metaphor for the 
ultimate triumph over evil. Maybe so, as the interpretation 
of eschatological motifs is not the point of this particular 
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analytical exposition. 

As such, even if one wants to go that interpretative route, 
that does not take away from the truth that the Messiah 
proclaimed in the pages of Holy Writ is not one that turns 
away from conflict at all costs. Jesus says in Matthew 
10:34-35 that He has not come to bring peace but rather to 
set son against father and daughter against mother. 

McLaren assures that he would not have as much of a 
problem with the song if “the foe” had been identified with 
his own preferred bogeymen such as greed, racism, 
domestic violence, or apathy. But aren't those things that 
nearly all Christians oppose when these evils are defined in 
a traditional sense irrespective of whether one views oneself 
closer to one of the primary dichotomies of either 
Fundamentalism or Progressivism? 

A primary danger of the Emergent Church movement is 
how it often defines terms in ways that catch the 
unsuspecting off guard. For example, corporate greed is 
often defined as little as simply making a profit or those 
participating in a business undertaking keeping most of 
their financial reward for themselves without most of it 
siphoned off in taxes or in the form of assorted bribes more 
commonly referred to as contributions to mollify an 
assortment of radical activist groups. 

Likewise, “racism” becomes little more than failing to 
blame Whitey for the preponderance of problems gripping 
the contemporary world and that certain minorities should 
be excused for their substandard behavior. Domestic 
violence is downgraded simply to mean raising your voice 
in response to a nagging banshee that first raised her voice 
at you. 

Nearly all rational Christians deep down want to 
diminish the impact of these evils when they actually exist 
in the world in order to make it a better place the few short 
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years we reside here in comparison to the eons of pending 
eternity. However, from McLaren's emphasis for a number 
of years now, one has to stop and wonder if this particular 
thinker actually believes that this world is all that exists. 

For along with “Onward Christian Soldiers”, it seems 
that Brian McLaren has a particular disdain regarding 
hymns emphasizing and teaching about Heaven. This 
vehemence runs so deep that, in this article, McLaren 
admits that the first lyrics he mangled in the name of 
propaganda were actually to “I'll Fly Away”. 

In that particular song, the composer says that, in a few 
short days when his life on Earth is through, he'll be flying 
away to Glory. In the McLarenite reworking, the emphasis 
is instead placed upon how “I'll Get Involved” in which the 
theologian urges the faithful “not to evacuate but to engage 
and transform”. “Transform” is usually a euphemism how 
everyone else (with the exception of the religious and 
cultural elites who will continue to enjoy their posh 
lifestyles as vanguards of the proletariat in classic Soviet 
tradition) ought to have what they've worked to accumulate 
redistributed largely to those that often did not toil away in 
a similar manner. 

Admittedly, there are a number of Christians that are, as 
is said, so heavenly minded that they are no earthly good. 
However, one must ask is McLaren's problem with songs 
that misinterpret Biblical doctrine sound teaching and 
theology itself? 

When “I'll Fly Away” says that when life on Earth is 
through that the composer will fly away, such a declaration 
is not a call for the passive resignation and detachment of 
the Eastern mystics. McLaren would probably have little 
problem with that spiritual methodology when it came to 
emphasizing existential inwardness over objective creedal 
dogma or when the time came to separate people from their 
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possessions during the great redistributive upheaval 
advocated by religious leftists. 

Instead, the song is a realization that life here is short at 
its longest but that we at least have somewhere else 
worthwhile to go if we profess Christ as Lord and Savior. 
That is the essence of divine revelation. 

James 4:14 reminds that life is but a vapor. Job 14:1 
laments, “Man that is born of a woman is of few days, and 
full of trouble.” Psalm 90:10 establishes that the average 
lifespan is three score and ten years and four with sorrow 
and suffering. 

Yet Jesus assures in John 14:2-3 that He goes to prepare a 
place for us and that in His Father's house there are many 
mansions. If, as McLaren seems to teach and imply, the 
fullness of Christ's kingdom is in the here and now of this 
world rather than in the future glory of the Celestial City, 
we had better see what we can do about getting a refund 
from the Almighty. 

To those steeped and even mired in pious verbal 
formulations, such a sentiment might sound overly blunt as 
they claim to be satisfied with a Jesus they perceive to be 
primarily about tender moral axioms. However, I 
Corinthians 15:19 boldly declares that, if only in this life we 
have hope, of all those in the world we are the most 
miserable and pathetic. 

McLaren further conveyed that many of these songs that 
emphasize the transient nature of this temporal existence 
plant the worldview presuppositions that lead to the 
environmental abuse that put the planet in peril. But what 
about McLaren's own globetrotting lifestyle as he hops 
from location to location spreading his borderline apostasy? 

McLaren doesn't simply sit at home writing books or 
Internet postings to advance his ideology. An inordinate 
amount of fossil fuels are consumed to enable him to speak 
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at venues as divergent from one another as Australia and 
Great Britian. 

Nor in his days of pastoral ministry was McLaren merely 
a humble storefront or country preacher. McLaren's 
suburban Washington congregation (interesting how 
suburbs are evil when inhabited by those valuing free 
market exchange but perfectly acceptable when inhabited 
by Rolls Royce revolutionaries) took what was once a 
productive farm and converted it into a religious 
entertainment complex. Yet, in a podcast a few years ago 
addressing environmental issues, McLaren lamented how it 
was somehow an abomination in the eyes of God that 
people live within four square walls. 

Every movement that wants to persuade others as to the 
superiority of a particular set of values at one point or 
another utilizes music in order to do so. Perhaps it is a sign 
of the theological bankruptcy of the Emergent Church that 
its foremost spokesman feels that the only way to do so is to 
hijack the joyful noise of a tradition on surer dogmatic 
footing. 

Have Emergent Church Mentalities Infiltrated 
Dallas Theological Seminary? 

It used to be that the name “Dallas Theological 
Seminary” was akin to a Good Housekeeping Seal Of 
Approval in conservative Evangelical Protestant circles. 

Upon hearing that name, it was pretty safe to assume that 
what you were subjecting yourself to was sound theological 
teaching. 

However, as in the case of the Good Housekeeping Seal 
Of Approval, it seems this once great name in theological 
erudition and learning can also be bought for a price in an 
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era of declining standards and quality. 

One comment in a podcast about the phenomena of 
Emerging Adulthood produced by that particular institution 
ought to send chills down the spines of the discerning. 

One of the speakers in the discussion remarked that 
parents ARE NOT to think of themselves as the primary 
disciplers of their children regarding the Christian faith. 

Instead, that is an area over which the parents are to yield 
to the authority of the Church. 

Frankly, I doubt that is a concession even the most 
sincerely devout of Roman Catholics are willing to make to 
Vatican hierarchs. 

So just how much control over what is taught in the home 
in regards to doctrine and practice in regards to secondary 
issues are the parents suppose to surrender to the pastor and 
his underlings? 

Ideally, the parents are to be the primary teachers of the 
faith to their offspring. 

The church is there as a source of general teaching and 
consultation should the family face an issue over which 
they do not feel equipped to address. 

This mindset where the parents are looked to as glorified 
innkeepers and hotel bellhops with the real task of character 
formation left to credential and positioned experts has 
worked out splendidly in terms of the public education 
system. 

Why should we assume it will work out any better in the 
confines of the Church? 

The purpose of this Dallas Theological Seminary podcast 
was to tackle the issue of Emerging Adulthood. 

That is the phenomena where many youth do not assume 
all of the responsibilities of adulthood all at once but rather 
over a span of time that can extend into the 30’s. 

In reflecting, one of the seminarians remarked how in his 
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own life as soon as graduating from Biola he set out straight 
to Texas to embark on his ministry. 

Essential to his own success were regular checks (the 
transfer of funds kind) from his church COMMUNITY. 

Instead of simply offering a statement of gratitude, the 
seminarian went on to lament how this practice was no 
longer usually the case. 

Why should it be? 

Most people are struggling financially on their own to 
keep their heads above water. 

On what grounds are those that are in jobs or occupations 
that they might not care for obligated to turn hard-earned 
money over to an Evangelical Christian equivalent of a 
shiftless beatnik meandering about trying to “find 
themselves” or are unwilling to lift a finger on their own 
until landing in their dream job? 

Shouldn’t church money or money from church people 
instead go to those enduring ACTUAL hardships? 

In this Dallas Theological Seminary podcast regarding 
the phenomena of Emerging Adulthood and Extended 
Adolescence, it was remarked that, in 1960, 70% of the 
population had achieved what were considered milestones 
of adulthood such as marriage and procreation by the age of 
30. 

Today, however, only about 40% of the population 
achieved these by the age of 30. 

Given the epidemic of divorce, the unhappy marriages 
that lead to the dissolving of what ought to be a lifelong 
bond, and the resultant social upheaval that has transpired 
since 1960, that isn’t exactly a good track record of why it 
is advisable to push the young into situations they might be 
entering more out of social pressure and conformity rather 
than as something they actually sincerely desire. 
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Southern Baptist Condemns Trump For Failing 
To Pander To Women & Minorities 


James 1:8 warns that a double minded man is unstable in 
all that he does. Few religious leaders on the scene today 
typify what this Scripture is getting at as Southern Baptist 
ethics and public policy functionary Russell Moore. 

In an op-ed published in the New York Times, this 
theologian wrote, “Donald J. Trump stands astride the polls 
in the Republican presidential race... Most illogical is his 
support from evangelicals and other social conservatives. 

To back Mr. Trump, these voters must repudiate everything 
they believe.” 

As not only a graduate of the Southern Baptist 
Convention's most prestigious seminary but also as a 
professor at the school as well, shouldn't Dr. Moore know 
that words mean things? Some possess very precise 
definitions. 

In academic writing courses such as the infamous 
English 101, one of the first things students learn is to be 
cautious when applying words such as “all”. For if your 
opponent can find as few as a single counterexample, they 
have pretty much derailed your argument. 

However, in his fanaticism, Rev. Moore insists that to 
vote for Donald Trump is to repudiate everything which the 
Christian professes to believe. But casting a ballot for a 
limited number of reasons barely touches on any essential 
Christian doctrine. 

Granted, there was one off his rocker Charismatic or holy 
roller that attempted to make the eschatological case that 
Trump was the trump to be blown in the Book of 
Revelation. However, at no time has a Christian holding to 
an orthodox understanding or interpretation who also 


109 



supports the Trump candidacy renounced the so-called 
fundamentals of the Gospel message. These would of 
course be that Christ as the only begotten Son of God and 
second member of the divine trinity took on human form 
being born of a virgin so that He might live the sinless life 
that we could not in order to die upon the cross and rise 
from the dead as payment for our sins so that those that 
might believe in Him could enjoy eternal resurrected life 
with Him in Heaven. 

In his analysis, Rev. Moore raises of number of valid 
concerns regarding Donald Trump's moral shortcomings 
and failures. Of Trump's behavior towards women, Moore 
writes, “His attitude towards women is that of a Bronze Age 
warlord. He tell us in one of his books that he revels in the 
fact that he gets to sleep with some of the top women in the 
world. He has divorced two wives (so far) for other 
women.” 

Such should give the Christian striving to live up to the 
rigors of Biblical morality cause for concern. However, to 
categorize Trump's attitude as that of a “Bronze Age 
warlord” is a bit over the top. 

It is probably safe to assume at no time did Donald 
Trump impose his physical affections upon women that 
were not receptive to his amorous advances. As a 
multibillionaire, he'd probably have too much to loose in a 
post-Anita Hill era where rumors and allegations are too 
easily believed. 

Unless these are rape victims, aren't these wenches as 
every bit the depraved whoremonger as Donald Trump? 

Just as Donald Trump prides himself on his carnal 
conquests, the women he has bestowed the honor of 
pleasuring him carnally have probably have had their own 
egos stroked (along with a few other things) by the fact that 
a man of his wealth and power would extend to them this 
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kind of attention. 

As an archetypal capitalist, Trump is probably quite good 
to these women from a material standpoint. These aren't the 
aging church biddies with so much hairspray that their 
beehives or bouffants would likely catch afire should they 
wander to close to an open flame. Those operating in 
Trump's circles know what they are getting into when they 
catch his eye and likely even seek out that kind of attention 
from the likes of him. 

If Dr. Moore is going to condemn Bronze Age mentalities 
towards women, does he intend to criticize some of the 
teachings propagated by the likes of the Duggars? For 
example, of that family's twenty some children, does Dr. 
Moore find it strange that not a single one has really 
attempted a college education? And what about the 
teaching emanating from the Duggar compound that even a 
pregnant wife is obligated to physically service her husband 
anytime he awakens in the middle of the night with an urge 
or an itch? 

Russell Moore further writes, “In the 1990's, some of 
these social conservatives argued that 'If Bill Clinton's wife 
can't trust him, neither can we.' If character matters, 
character matters. Today's evangelicals should ask, 
'Whatever happened to our commitment to traditional 
family values?'.” 

In part, that once strong conviction has been undermined 
by self-styled sophisticates such as Russell Moore 
positioned higher along the ladder of ecclesiastical position 
that go out of their way to enunciate their contempt upon 
those seen as mere pewfillers with little purpose other than 
depositing coins in the collection plate when so ordered. In 
other columns, Rev. Moore has gone out of his way to 
express a giddy delight at the demise of so-called “cultural 
Christianity”, described as an interpretation of the faith 
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more concerned with the preservation of the social norms 
derived from the faith perhaps at times even more so than 
the relationship between the individual and the Savior. 

However, what Moore has criticized in such cases is 
apparently not so much activist Christianity. For he 
certainly has little problem with advancing policies that 
perpetuate his own perceptions of White guilt bordering on 
that exhibited among the ranks of the Emergent Church 
Movement. 

Dr. Moore writes, “Mr. Trump incites division, with slurs 
against Hispanic immigrants and with protectionist jargon 
that preys on turning economic insecurity into ugly 'us” 
versus 'them' identity politics. When evangelicals should be 
leading the way on racial reconciliation, as the Bible tells us 
to, are we really ready to trade unity with our black and 
brown brothers...for this angry politician?” 

Regarding “protectionist jargon”, would Russell Moore 
be as giddy at the prospect of foreign labor depressing what 
are no doubt his own extravagant wages and posh expense 
accounts? Like many a hillbilly pastor, Russell Moore can 
no doubt prattle on for hours about how hard he probably 
toiled in the cotton fields, bayous, or coal mines. 

But only in his mid 40's as of the 2016 election cycle, it 
is doubtful much dirt has accumulated under his manicured 
fingernails or callouses formed on his hands. The most 
profound physical strain Dr. Moore has encountered in his 
occupational position as of late has probably been an 
occasional paper cut. 

Perhaps we mere pewfillers ought to embrace Dr. 

Moore's call for stagnate or declining wages. It would 
mean, after all, fewer dollars that we would be required to 
slip into the collection plate. 

From his own actions, Russell Moore's call for racial 
reconciliation amounts to little more than aligning himself 
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with Evangelical front groups that deep down advocate their 
own distinct hue of racial separatism at best or 
ethnosupremacism at worst in that (to put it in a 
plainspoken manner) despise the White race (or however 
else you want to describe Caucasoids in this era where 
whatever flies out of the mouth of someone of that 
demographic extraction attempting to stand for their 
particular people or heritage will be coopted in order to 
indict the enucinator with allegations of hate speech or 
thought crimes). 

For example, Russell Moore sits on the board of the 
National Hispanic Leadership Conference. Of that, the 
discerning believer ought to ask a number of questions that 
in today's climate could result in either losing their position 
as a Sunday school teacher or deacon and might even lead 
to their church membership being revoked. 

Firstly, would a group of that name open its positions of 
leadership to individuals advocating a Buchananite foreign 
or immigration policy? If not, how are these sectarians any 
better than the ministries that focus upon family values such 
as abortion or the preservation of heterosexual marriage 
now condemned as divisive by the religious progressives 
that applaud ethnic and racialist agitation? 

Secondly and perhaps even more importantly, would 
Russell Moore sit on the board of an organization titled 
something like the Coalition For Nordic or Teutonic 
Evangelicals? If not, why should such an organization be 
any less commendable than one advocating that someone is 
deserving of special praise, adulation, or accommodation 
just because they happen to be Hispanic? 

Interesting, isn't it, that the Scripture that there is neither 
Greek nor Jew is only presented for exegetical 
contemplation when it can be invoked to criticize the 
tendency of Whites to gravitate towards others of their own 
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particular phenotype? The admonition is conveniently 
overlooked when certain grievance industry minorities have 
no problem with judging someone by the color of skin 
rather than by the content of character. 

There are indeed a number of reasons to be concerned 
regarding a potential Trump Presidency. Without a doubt, 
this tycoon excels at expressing many of the concerns and 
frustrations weighing on the hearts and minds of average 
Americans. However, many of his proposals and solutions 
seem lacking in the specifics that would be needed to get 
the country from the state of crisis in which we presently 
find ourselves to the more solid footing Donald Trump 
promises in a manner that would adhere to the liberties and 
procedures of a constitutional republic while minimi z ing 
the social disruption that would likely result from a 
dramatic alteration in governmental policy and approach. 

Apparently Russell Moore intends to posture and preen 
in an attempt to acquire accolades for himself from 
progressives by heaping condemnation upon those giving 
what Donald Trump has to say a serious hearing. In his 
reflection, perhaps Russell Moore ought to as seriously 
reflect upon the role he himself has played in propagating a 
milieu where many Americans no longer feel as if they have 
a place any longer in either this country or even the church. 

Baptist Elites Turn Against Their Membership In 
Confederate Flag Frenzy 

Southern Baptist functionary Russell Moore is urging 
White Christians to comply with demands to surrender the 
Confederate flag. 

Moore propagandizes, “The Cross and the Confederate 
flag cannot coexist without one setting the other on fire. 
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White Christians, let's listen to our African-American 
brothers and sisters.” 

Why among these ecclesiastical milksops is it always the 
obligation of the White person to compromise? 

If race does not really exist as some of these leftwing 
theologians insist when they attempt to denigrate Whites 
any other time, why are they reluctant to condemn the 
flagrant sins engaged in by certain segments of the Black 
community such as the deliberate destruction of property 
following a controversial jury verdict or law enforcement 
tactical decision? 

If we are obligated as Christians to downplay our earthly 
identities for the sake of heavenly unity, why did Russell 
Moore not condemn the National Hispanic Christian 
Leadership Conference as an organization that does not 
advance the cause of brotherhood among all Christians but 
rather an agenda focused upon determining the worth of an 
individual not by the content of their character but rather by 
the color of their skin? 

Why did this seminarian instead accept a position on the 
board of the National Hispanic Christian Leadership 
Conference? 

In his column extolling the imperative of lowering the 
Confederate ensign, Dr. Moore condemned White Citizens' 
Councils that attempted to rally and speak on behalf of what 
such entities construed as the interests of that particular 
pigmentation extraction during the tumultuous era of 
desegregation. 

Would he accept a position in a similar agency charged 
with the purpose of looking out for the interests of White 
Evangelicals in this era where increasing accolades are 
lavished upon certain individuals for really no other reason 
than that they happen to be members of certain groups, or 
would Moore at least extend his blessings to the formation 
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of just such an organization? 

One could not help but notice how quickly Russell 
Mooore called for the surrender of the Confederate flag. 

Was this Southern Baptist functionary as prompt in 
condemning the Knockout Game where groups of 
marauding Blacks pick a victim (often a White person 
denigrated as a “snowflake”) for the sole purposes of 
determining how many blows to the head are required to 
render the target unconscious? 

It is argued that the Confederate flag should be removed 
from the grounds of the South Carolina State House and 
ultimately the wider culture altogether largely because of 
how that banner is perceived by certain people. 

If this is being done largely on the basis of feeling which 
as an existential inclination cannot really be categorized as 
right or wrong, what if someone gets a turd crossways about 
the official state flag of South Carolina with the crescent 
moon on it which in some minds might evoke traumas and 
phobias associated with Islam? 

Why aren't those with that particular psychological 
shortcoming or deficiency being catered to if entire cultures 
must be comprehensively altered because a few disgruntled 
activists are predisposed to rampaging in the streets and 
destroying private property when they don't happen to get 
their way? 

But because a symbol or custom offends a particular 
segment of the population, does that mean the endorsement 
of such by the state must be rescinded? 

A noticeable percentage of the population no doubt 
questions the legitimacy of Black History Month. 

Does that mean the celebration should be ended? 

And what about gay marriage? 

If outspoken principled conservatives and ministers of 
the Gospel emboldened by the Holy Spirit can turn the tide 
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on this issue, does that mean the state sanction for such 
unions should be revoked or at least the formation of 
additional licensed couplings prohibited because public 
opinion wills such? 

Interestingly, the anti-Dixie mindset has not confined 
itself to the ranks of the Southern Baptist Convention of 
which the organization's leadership often craves the 
applause and establishmentarian approval that has doomed 
the doctrinal fidelity of numerous other denominations. 

It has even spread to a number of Independent Baptists 
where it has predictably taken on even more fanatical tones 
as often occurs in this related divergent ecclesiastical 
movement. 

In their analysis of Russell Moore's column regarding the 
Confederate flag, Sean Harris of the Berean Baptist Church 
in a SermonAudio podcast was baffled by and mocked the 
Southern Baptist functionary's confession that the only 
things Moore loved more than his native Mississippi were 
Christ, the Church, and his family. 

Harris contemptuously verbalized that, in this day of 
social mobility and diversity, how is it that an individual 
could possess such an emotional devotion and connection to 
their native state. 

In his online biography, Pastor Harris details his 
distinguished career in the U.S. military. 

So why is expressing such dedication to your country in 
that particular manner on the part of a Christian acceptable 
but not to a particular jurisdiction within that particular 
country? 

Does the pastor ridicule missionaries with a heart for a 
particular area or people group? 

As a carpetbagger from Massachusetts, perhaps Pastor 
Harris ought not to ridicule that which he does not 
understand. 
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Just because he has lived a life of globetrotting, it does 
not follow that everyone else is so required by either 
inclination or circumstance. 

It has been suggested that the Confederate flag should be 
removed because those that marched under it shot and 
killed American soldiers. 

Should the American flag be equally exiled because 
General Sherman, marching under that ensign, destroyed 
civilian property? 

Pastor Harris assured that he is so dedicated to the Lord 
that he doesn't even want to be associated with the flag of 
the United States. 

Then why do his online biographies provide significant 
detail regarding his military service? 

If patriotism is to be viewed as something little better 
than wicked, isn't listing such achievements akin to 
someone repentant of involvement with the porn industry 
not only listing what films they appeared in but what roles 
they played. 

Pastor Sean Harris of Berean Baptist Church argued that 
no Christian should display the Confederate flag because of 
the hurtful connotations associated with it. 

People have also been hurt in the name of the Cross and 
the Bible as well. 

Some Jews won't even look up at a steeple as they pass 
by a church. 

So ought Christians to also renounce these symbols of 
culture and creed while we are at it? 

If certain churches are bent on jumping on the anti- 
Confederate bandwagon, that is certainly their prerogative 
under the First Amendment. 

Likewise, no American is obligated to remain in a church 
that bashes a specific heritage (especially that of those that 
have been with that particular theological grouping or 
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ecclesiastical affiliation for decades and generations) in 
order to attract another or to win favor with the self- 
appointed benefactors of such demographics. 

Will Russell Moore Become A Theological 
McLarenite? 

It is often remarked that history appears cyclical in 
nature. By that, it is meant that, if one watches long 
enough, one can detect certain patterns that come back 
around from time to time. And with certain social currents 
seeming to speed by faster than ever before, often these 
“temporal ebbs” pour over a society or movement before 
those watching are even aware. 

Today, Brian McLaren has branded himself as a Christian 
that advocates a number of positions that many other 
Christians would have a hard time accepting. For example, 
one can follow his spiritual path from a stance downplaying 
the relevance of the Afterlife such as the eternality of Hell 
and that the Kingdom of God is not so much about 
everlasting life in Heaven but rather about establishing 
utopia here on Earth to co-officiating at his son's gay 
wedding. 

However, about 25 to 30 years ago, one would have 
probably have had to have been quite skilled at socio- 
theological forecasting to predict how far McLaren would 
have fallen off the deep end. For at around that time, 
McLaren was an academic with a specialty in literature 
laboring to establish a post-denominational church with the 
desire to get back to the simplicity of the Gospel truth all 
sincere Christians profess. 

Those wanting to get in on what is near the ground level 
of a similar phenomena only need to watch Southern 
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Baptist Commission On Ethics & Public Policy President 
Russell Moore. For while at the moment holding to a 
foundational theology sounder than Brian McLaren's, one 
can now hear Moore's articulation of a certain number of 
beliefs that is setting him down a path not all that markedly 
different than the one Brian McLaren has previously 
trodded. 

This is evident in the column published by Russell Moore 
titled, “Why This Election Year Makes Me Hate The Word 
'Evangelical'”. In those remarks, Dr. Moore announces that 
he no longer wants to be known as an “evangelical” because 
the connotations that have accrued surrounding the term 
subverts the cause of Jesus. Instead, Moore clarifies that he 
is a “Gospel Christian”. 

As in regards to the other word games played by those in 
the arenas of public policy, who could possibly object to the 
term “Gospel Christian”? For such a phrase, much like the 
founding motivations of McLaren's Cedar Ridge 
Community Church, brings to mind the primary narrative of 
Scripture though which the remainder of divine revelation is 
understood and brought to life in the heart and soul of each 
professing believer. 

But as in the case of other terms bandied about in the 
media such as “choice”, “equality”, and “tolerance”, those 
invoking the term “gospel” often do so for the purposes of 
imbuing it with meanings altered enough to undermine the 
traditional understanding as well as support for those one 
must view as one's opponents or adversaries. 

Moore writes, “Part of the problem is that more secular 
people have for a long time misunderstood the meaning of 
'evangelical', seeing us almost exclusively in terms of 
election-year voting blocs or our most buffoonish television 
personalities.” Moore is himself tottering close to 
becoming one of these if he is not careful. 
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What is so wrong if activist Evangelicals are seen 
primarily as a voting bloc and why is it the fault of the 
average Christian that realizes that now is the time for all 
good men to come to the aide of their country? For 
apparently Dr. Moore has no problem with reducing 
Evangelicalism or “Gospel Centered Christianity” to a set 
of platform positions when it apparently advances the 
agenda preferred by Russell Moore. 

Moore continues, “The other problem is the behavior of 
some evangelical leaders. I have watched as some of those 
who gave stem and windy speeches about 'character' in 
office during the Clinton administration now minimizing 
the spewing of profanities,.... race-baiting and courting 
white supremacists ... [and] debasing public morality and 
justice through the casino and pornography industries.” 

Have not Moore and his closest associates not done the 
same thing? Donald Tmmp has verbalized gmff things that 
have gone over the line, particularly in reference to Megyn 
Kelly, Karli Fiorinia, and Heidi Cmz. However, at no time 
did Donald Tmmp “race bait”. 

In regards to “race baiting”, all that Donald Tmmp did 
was call for the enforcement of U.S. immigration law and 
proffer as suggestions a number of proposals such as a wall 
that might protect the lives of Americans living in what has 
become a dangerous area. How is this any different than 
the policies implemented by the Jewish State of Israel 
which so many Evangelicals are so chummy with that they 
conveniently overlook the hostility of this competing world 
religion to Christianity's most fundamental tenet that Jesus 
is both Messiah and God? 

If Russell Moore is going to stand rigorously by the 
principle that it is essentially sinful for ethnic groups or 
nationalities to advocate policies that are more favorable to 
the particular group in question, instead of sitting on the 
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board of the National Hispanic Christian Leadership 
Conference, shouldn't he resign from that position and 
publicly repent of the organized ethnocentricism he goes 
out of his way to condemn when it is supposedly engaged in 
by White people? For in his column, Russell Moore 
condemns Donald Trump for courting White supremacists. 

Mistaken as that pernicious ideology is on a number of 
points, perhaps disaffected Conservatives and even 
Evangelicals have decided to give that disreputable element 
a hearing because many average Americans that have never 
done a thing to injure a Black person or another minority 
are fed up with churches and denominational leaders that 
live higher up the socio-economic ladder beating the mere 
pewfillers over the head about how horrible Black folks and 
illegal aliens have it. That message is further compounded 
by the assumption promoted that somehow the average 
American is at fault for the misery allegedly endemic 
among these supposedly oppressed demographics when in 
reality such is often the result of many in these particular 
ethnicities failing to exercise self control and a little delayed 
gratification. 

The sincere Christian is obligated to admit that Donald 
Trump is hardly a role model when it comes to important 
aspects of his individual character. However, it seems that 
bold “Gospel Christians” such as Dr. Moore are as guilty of 
the selective outrage that he has accused his co-religionists 
of when it comes to certain celebrities and public figures. 

Some Christians might have gotten a little cozy with a 
candidate that wasn't quick enough to distance himself from 
those perceived as White supremacists (which in this era 
run amok in political correctness can be defined as little as 
failing to commence the automatic self-denunciation for 
simply being White as commanded by entrenched elites and 
social engineers). However, a number of Southern Baptists 
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with whom Moore is closely associated are disturbingly 
reluctant to distance themselves from C.J. Mahaney. 

To say that C.J. Mahaney is a controversial pastor would 
be an understatement. Not only under Mahaney's 
ecclesiastical leadership did child molesters get by 
relatively unscathed. He also ran the Covenant Life Church 
he pastored in Gaithersburg, Maryland along the lines of a 
cult. 

For example, it was not enough for members to show up 
regularly for the Sunday morning and even the Sunday 
evening services. They were also expected to participate in 
a number of prisoner of war style encounter groups referred 
to as discipleship meetings where they were to spill their 
innermost secrets including as to how they kept their 
homes. 

Moore writes, “We have been too willing to look the 
other way when the word 'evangelical' has been coopted by 
heretics and lunatics. This sort could deny creedal 
Christianity and gospel clarity with impunity, as long as 
they were on the right side of the culture war. Thankfully, 
this sort of evangelicalism is not the future.” 

Perhaps Dr. Moore might prefer an Evangelicalism where 
believers are to overlook any number of abuses on the part 
of those that articulate not only the required doctrine but 
also a number of additional peculiarities to let it be known 
in the process how much they despise the traditional 
American way of life. Usually such statements take the 
form of detailing how horrible White people are and how 
the institutionalized church ought to exercise direct control 
over areas of your personal life over which God did not 
originally provide much detail other than a few broad 
principles He'd probably rather you figure out on your own 
how to implement. 

Like Brian McLaren that went down this path before 
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him, Russell Moore possess the ability to articulate his 
particular understanding of the Christian faith before a 
number of generational demographics. It is just unfortunate 
that each of these figures has grown increasingly liberal as 
this ability has earned each of them wider circles of 
acclaim. 

Russell Moore Elevates White Guilt As Religious 

Sacrament 

A common refrain in the analysis of the 2016 presidential 
election cycle is that this particular contest has rubbed a raw 
nerve in terms of worldview assumptions and even 
animosities usually left hidden and simmering below the 
surface. In a column published initially in the New York 
Times titled “A White Church No More”, Southern Baptist 
Ethics and Policy Commission functionary Russell Moore 
tips his hand to reveal the true radical colors beneath his 
polished pulpit facade. 

Moore commences his analysis by detailing the plight of 
an Alabama church in decline as the vicinity of the 
congregation's physical locality transitions from a 
predominantly White to Black population. Moore blames 
the decline on the fact that during the tumultuous years of 
the civil rights movement, often marked by shocking and 
noteworthy acts of violence, the church decided to focus on 
its primary mission of “simple gospel preaching”. 

But how was the activism Moore would hope for in that 
historic setting appreciably different than the cultural 
Christianity that this theologian now explicitly celebrates 
the demise of? Interesting how Moore calls for the law and 
justice imperatives heralded in Scripture when it is minority 
lives and property on the line but seemingly downplays the 
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physicalized expression of outage when it is Whitey's or a 
capitalist's window being shattered. 

In mentioning this tragic violence, Russell Moore hopes 
to link its perpetrators with Donald Trump and any that 
might vote for the blunt real estate tycoon. As I have 
mentioned in previous columns, if we are to pursue this line 
of reasoning, why shouldn't we conclude that Russell 
Moore through his assorted ecclesiastical relationships must 
believe that pedophile pastors and the churches that shelter 
them haven't done anything all that wrong and shouldn't be 
sanctioned so severely? 

For at a recent pastor's conference, Moore's mentor and 
close colleague Albert Mohler did not chastise C.J. 

Mahaney for allowing a sex abuse scandal to spiral out of 
control. Instead, Mohler assured the megachurch minister 
that he was in the company of thousands of his closest 
friends. Mind you, these are the very same kinds of people 
that will call the validity of your faith into question if you 
are not in church multiple nights per week or aren't married 
by the time you are 23 years old. 

In the indictment of Trump that reads reminiscent of the 
Nuremberg War Crimes Tribunal, Moore writes, “This 
election has cast light on the darkness of pent-up nativism 
and bigotry ...There are not-so-coded messages denouncing 
African-Americans and immigrants; concerns about racial 
justice and national unity is ridiculed as 'political 
correctness'. Religious minorities are scapegoated for the 
sins of others, with basic religious freedoms for them called 
into question.” 

Daniel Patrick Moniyhan (a Democrat actually) was 
credited with popularizing the concept of the bigotry of low 
expectations. Dr. Moore craves nothing more than to be 
applauded as a Southerner that has come around to the 
perspective of the Yankee elite regarding racial issues. 


125 



However, given that he does not apply the same standard to 
all individuals irrespective of skin color, it must be asked 
does Brother Moore view minorities as fully human in the 
same manner as he would his fellow Caucasians? 

If Dr. Moore is so concerned about the causes of national 
unity and racial justice, why doesn't he resign his position 
from the board of the National Hispanic Leadership 
Conference? For by the organization's very name, the 
National Hispanic Leadership Conference is exclusionary of 
the interests of Caucasians of a non-Iberian ethnography. If 
Caucasians of a more northern European extraction are not 
worthy of status and privilege (to invoke the parlance of 
these crypto-Marxists) on the basis of what color they 
emerge from the birth canals of their respective mothers, 
why are Hispanics deserving of such on the basis of 
Scripture which says that before God there is neither Greek 
nor Jew? 

Despite whatever errors he might have made in terms of 
his presentation on the Fox News Channel, Glenn Beck is to 
be lauded for making the public aware that the notion of 
“social justice” is not about justice at all but rather about in 
the name of socialism downplaying the rights and 
protections afforded to the individual in favor of the 
collective and what is allegedly better for specific groups as 
determined by largely unaccountable technocrats. That is 
the kind of threat posed by Russell Moore in his raising the 
battle cry of “racial justice”. 

If persons are not to be considered as individuals and the 
totality of their accomplishments but rather upon the 
shortcomings inflicted by and/or on certain groups, what if 
Dr. Moore's string of highly prestigious positions were 
seized from him and bestowed upon someone that has 
hardly cracked a book open a day in their lives but instead 
knocked over a few liquor stores and sired a number of out 
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of wedlock children by as many women because a life of 
study and delayed gratification were categorized as acting 
just “too White”? By the very standards advocated by Dr. 
Moore, wouldn't a response other than affirmative 
agreement to such a course of action not only undermine 
social cohesion but also negate a number of Biblical 
imperatives such as submitting to authority and turning the 
other cheek? 

Dr. Moore goes on to lament, “The Rev. Dr. Martin 
Luther King Jr's 'I Have A Dream Speech' did not envision 
that more than 50 years later 'Go back to Africa' would be 
screamed at black protesters.” Probably because, as 
someone enamored in part with the delusions of socialism, 
Martin Luther King might not have been able to fathom 
Black people often lavished with a standard of living 
enviable by world standards descending into debaucheries 
most of them avoided when the status of this demographic 
was at its lowest in terms of material prosperity. 

Perhaps Dr. Moore should have provided additional 
context such as where and to what particular group this 
directional imperative was being directed. For example, 
could these have been the sorts of protesters that express 
their disagreement with particular trial verdicts or police 
actions by appropriating the latest electronics or haircare 
products unencumbered by medium of exchange after the 
proprietors of such establishments have left the premises for 
the evening or in fear of the repercussions the mob might 
decide to inflict upon bystanding property owners? 

Russell Moore is making quite a reputation for himself 
regularly publishing tirades against what academics such as 
himself might lament or denounce as White majoritarian 
culture. Does he ever intend to speak out as eloquently 
against outrages such as the knockout game? 

In Moore's column, one is given the impression that the 
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remark “Go back to Africa” is a negative or bad thing. Yet 
doesn't fostering this impression expose Moore's own 
ethnocentricism or White privilege? 

For in a world where, as Moore writes, “The man on the 
throne in heaven is a dark-skinned, Aramaic-speaking 
'foreigner' who is probably not all that impressed by chants 
of 'Make America great again'”, who is to suggest America 
is a more desirable place to live than Africa? 

Moore continues, “The center of gravity for both 
orthodoxy is not among Anglo suburban evangelicals but 
among African Anglicans and Asian Calvinists and Latin 
American Pentecostals.” 

The first part of that statement that ought to be like 
fingernails across a chalkboard to the mind of the 
discerning reader is the way in which “Anglo suburban” is 
articulated like a slur. What it means is that Moore has a 
problem with Whites that work hard and save their 
resources to provide for a reasonably comfortable dwelling 
where the occupants are able to stay to themselves and their 
individual families. 

What the communitarian new urbanists of whom Moore 
is probably an enthusiast prefer is to chorale people into 
congested population centers where the residents probably 
don't even own their property, where they are more easily 
controlled, and where it is easy to snoop into someone's 
private affairs. For nowhere in his comments did Dr. Moore 
condemn the largely White beatnik hipsters that prefer to 
habitate in largely metropolitan settings. 

While we are at it, even if he does not provide his address 
outright, perhaps Dr. Moore should describe in which 
manner of dwelling he hangs his own ecclesiastical robes or 
clerical collars. It is doubtful it is in a rundown apartment 
project where English is about as dead as Latin. 

For in the mind of this theologian under scrutiny in this 
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particular analysis, Mrs. Moore and the little ones are no 
doubt deserving of a safe and spacious place in which to 
live and thrive. It is your obligation, dear pewfiller, 
however to put your own family at risk for reasons little 
more than because some pulpit blowhard tells you to in 
order to assuage his ever expanding sense of racialist guilt. 

What must be asked next about this assertion that 
contends that the center of theological gravity is to be found 
among African Anglicans, Asian Calvinists and Latin 
American Pentecostals is why is it acceptable for Christians 
of these particular phenotypes to clump together for the 
purposes of religious identity and affiliation but not 
acceptable for White believers to do so? And if you were to 
grill members of each of these demographics they would 
probably admit that they are no more eager for their 
traditional way of doing things to be overwhelmed by the 
nebulous “other” postmodernist sociologists are always 
droning on about as those attending the aging Caucasian 
congregation. 

Furthermore, just how much doctrinal compromise ought 
the Christian to agree to in pursuit of Russell Moore's 
demographic amalgamation before we are verbally reamed 
for abandoning those ballyhooed “Baptist distinctives”? 
After all, the problem with the church initially mentioned 
by Moore was not necessarily doctrine but rather because it 
was “too White”. 

The Anglicans no doubt practice infant baptism and don't 
fly into a frenzy as to whether or not adults seeking 
membership have been dunked or sprinkled in what is 
considered this Christian act of initiation. This particular 
modality of ecclesiology also tends to follow a highly 
ritualized liturgy many Baptists would denounce for stifling 
the move of the Spirit. 

With the Latin American Pentecostals, at the bare 
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minimum the problem would arise at the opposite end of the 
decorum spectrum from the Anglicans. For an old joke 
describing how to tell the difference between Baptists and 
Pentecostals observes that Pentecostals jump over the pews 
while Baptists sleep in them. 

Wanting to look as multicultural as possible, those such 
as Russell Moore will respond that Whites more uptight in 
church will just have to adopt the more exuberant forms of 
religious expression often practiced in minority 
communities. For if you ask the overly rambunctious to 
tone it down a bit, you will be accused of demanding that 
these other groups “act White” before their worship is 
deemed acceptable in the eyes of God. 

But who was it that taught these aging White Baptists so 
despised by Moore to stifle the expression of their feelings 
in favor of an order of worship that emphasizes the 
rationally didactic over emotionalism? Why none other than 
the professional religionists and denominational 
functionaries once holding the kinds of prestigious positions 
now occupied by the likes of Russell Moore! It is amazing 
how these leaders seldom take responsibility for the policies 
or decisions of their particular class without first blaming it 
on the mere pewfillers and concocting ways to make the 
common church goer feel that they are nothing more than 
someone obligated to keep the collection plate filled. 

Beyond the Pentecostal tendency towards emotional 
outbursts, for the sake of ethnographic solidarity, just how 
much Charismatic buffoonery is the average Baptist 
expected to put up with to placate the honchos flagellating 
themselves on the floor of the annual convention? Kenneth 
Copeland has insinuated off and on over the course of his 
ministry that those of his theological persuasion can 
resurrect the dead both feline and human. Joyce Meyers 
believes that she is so important that she shouldn't have to 
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do her own housework. Todd Bently socked an alleged 
cancer patient in the stomach in the name of curing that 
particular affliction. 

Critics will respond that each of these is White. Fine, if 
you want to play the game that character is indeed 
determined by the color of skin, I will be more than happy 
to comply with such a silly standard. 

T.D. Jakes has denied that the Godhead is a unity 
composed of three distinct persons known as the Trinity. 
Instead, this particular televangelist holds that the verbal 
identifiers of “Father”, “Son”, and “Holy Spirit” are rather 
masks or roles assumed by the singular unitary God. 

Frederick Price is yet another Black pastor that espouses 
doctrinal notions nearly as aberrant. The website 
LetUsReason.org in an article titled “Fred Price: Is The 
Price Right Or Is The Price Wrong” examines a number of 
these. Among these rank the idea that we enjoyed a 
preincamate existence (not unlike Mormonism) and that 
Jesus was rich while He dwelt upon the Earth despite 
Scripture teaching that he didn't even have a place to lay his 
head. 

As errant as these happen to be, Prince propagates others 
that are even more dangerous. According to Price, the 
believer is so assured of bodily healing in this life that the 
truly faithful can even forbid sickness to enter into one's 
home, meaning that the Christian is in no need of medical 
interventions such as surgery. Unless of course you are 
Mrs. Price who had a cancer operation despite similar 
procedures being frowned upon for the less prominent 
amongst their flock. 

But hey, that's no big deal. If Russell Moore wants to 
remain consistent, doesn't he have to assure us that 
compromise for the sake of superficial appearances and 
heartwarming photo ops is more important than sending the 
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wrong impression resulting from standing for the faith once 
delivered unto the saints? 

Galatians 3:28 says that before God there is neither 
Greek nor Jew. It is also through the providence of the 
Almighty that all of humanity that traces its origin back to 
one single family now finds itself distilled into a variety of 
nations, tongues, ethnicities, and races largely to prevent for 
the time being the equivalent of another Tower of Babel. 

As such, a church should extend kindness and courtesy to 
anyone showing up on its doorstep sincerely seeking the 
Lord. Yet if particular varieties of people show up more at 
certain congregations more than others, there is no reason 
for controlling snobs at denominational headquarters 
(whose own offices are described nowhere in the pages of 
Scripture) to hand down pronouncements as to how ungodly 
such natural affiliation happens to be in their particular 
eyes. 

Scalia's Name Invoked To Manipulate Average 

Christians 

With the passing of Supreme Court Justice Antonin 
Scalia, those admiring that jurist's particular variety of 
constitutional originalism stopped to reflect upon his legacy 
and influence. One thing that the observers of the 
intersection of the cultural and the theological can count on 
is the inability of the average Baptist pastor or minister to 
pass over the opportunity to invoke nearly any event as a 
rhetorical device for the purposes of berating the 
congregation as well as anyone else within earshot. 

On his website, Russell Moore published a column titled 
“What The Church Can Learn From Justice Scalia's Life”. 
For the most part, the analysis is an approving appraisal and 
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explanation of Scalia's philosophy of jurisprudence. 
However, there are points at which Moore can't resist the 
urge to get in slight digs. 

For example, Moore writes, “One can disagree with 
Scalia on these principles, and one can argue that he 
occasionally seemed to contradict them.” But the same 
criticism could just as easily be said regarding Russell 
Moore. 

For example, Moore sits on the board of the National 
Hispanic Leadership Conference. Would Moore sit on the 
board of an organization titled the National Confederate 
Leadership Conference? 

From there, Moore proceeds to invoke the death of 
Justice Scalia as a platform and a pretext from which to 
bash his fellow Evangelicals. 

For example, Moore praises Scalia's prescience to foresee 
or extrapolate where the judicial rulings of the present 
might nudge the moral developments of the future. Moore 
contemplates, “Why were evangelicals so slow to advance 
the pro-life witness? Why were evangelicals caught so 
unaware by the shifting family structures in the United 
States?” 

Moore answers these questions that he raises rhetorically 
by noting that the shortcomings he has pointed out in 
Evangelical social thought were the result of failing to see 
ahead of time how culture moves and for in part 
accommodating the “divorce revolution”. Maybe so, but 
the answer in part goes beyond that. 

Many Evangelicals failed to see the direction in which 
culture moved because for generations probably up until the 
time Francis Schaeffer came into prominence and in some 
circles even later most Evangelicals had been indoctrinated 
and conditioned to have as little to do as possible with the 
culture whatsoever. The good Christian, it was often 
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expounded from the pulpit, did not seek to investigate the 
issues and challenges of the day on their own. 

Instead, you were simply expected to accept whatever 
your pastor was willing to tell you about them. An interest 
in anything beyond the casseroles at the church potluck 
supper was considered “worldly”. 

Media and forms of art were considered evil not 
necessarily on the basis of content but rather in and of 
themselves. You can't really subject the students in your 
Christian school to a curriculum consisting of not much 
more than grammatically diagramming Bible verses and 
where about the only professionals exhorted as examples to 
emulate are missionaries to foreign fields and then sit 
around dumbfounded as to why so few graduates from such 
settings go on to careers in strategically important fields 
such as law, medicine, media or government. 

Russell Moore really strives to bore the assembled a new 
one as he moves towards the conclusion of his analysis. In 
particular, Moore praises Scalia's aptitude to befriend his 
opponents. 

Of this tendency, Moore writes of Scalia, “He was 
certainly one of the most combative justices in print and in 
argument in history. Even so, he had a strong friendship 
with liberal Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg. Was that an 
inconsistency?” 

Moore answers his rhetorical question, “No. This was 
confidence. He knew that his ideas could prevail, so he 
didn't see the persons who opposed him as those to be 
avoided or shunned. He knew that his convictions were 
clear, so he didn't play tribal politics by isolating himself 
with an ideological cocoon.” 

Speaking of “tribal politics”, once again, it must be 
asked, if Russell Moore enunciates that phrase in such a 
way as to imbue it with negative connotations, why does he 
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sit on the board of the National Hispanic Leadership 
Conference? Moore is likely nothing more than the 
organization's token gringo. For outfits with such ethnically 
explicit names are all about tribal politics and don't give a 
rodent's hindquater about the good of the nation as a whole. 

Justice Scalia is to be commended for his many 
contributions in the effort to preserve what little remains of 
America's constitutional liberties. However, in light of the 
circumstances surrounding his passing, as with all who 
achieve lofty status or position (including Russell Moore 
most likely as well) one will find that his ultimate loyalty 
was probably to the elite and its continued perpetuation 
rather than a set of enduring principles necessarily. 

For example, the hunting lodge from which Justice Scalia 
transitioned into the Afterlife was owned by the 
International Order of St. Hubertus. According to the 
Washington Post (a mainstream media institution and not 
Alex Jones mind you), the International Order of St. 
Hubertus is an order where its exclusively male 
membership gathers to prance around in silky green robes 
while slaughtering animals not so much for subsistence 
hunting but rather for the thrill of taking another creature's 
life. 

Even worse, this organization is itself believed to have 
ties to Bohemian Grove. For those not familiar with that 
particular term, that is a place deep in the woods of 
California where many elites thinking they are so much 
better than the rest of us that they are the ones that will 
determine the course of our lives gather before a giant owl 
statue ritualistically pledging to bring about the New World 
Order. The ceremonial proceedings usually conclude with 
drunkenness, occasionally orgies, and (if certain conspiracy 
theorists are to be believed) sometimes even a human 
sacrifice or two. 
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Pastor Moore could have attributed this observation to 
just an aspect of Scalia's personality that enabled the jurist 
to find that murky balance between standing for one's 
principles and the degree of compromise necessary to 
prevent the political or judicial process from getting 
eternally mired in interminable gridlock. Instead, Moore 
utilizes the point to once again bash the mere pewfiller over 
the head. 

Moore writes, “If our friends and acquaintances are all 
those who agree with us or our politics, then it could be that 
politics is our god. And if our friends and acquaintances are 
all those who agree with our theology, then maybe our talk 
about mission is just talk.” 

If this is how Evangelicals in general and Baptists in 
particular act in Moore's estimation, much of that fault lies 
in how the leaders of the movement have indoctrinated their 
respective congregations, followers, and students (not 
necessarily in error) over the past several decades. 

Among churches of a more doctrinally rigorous nature, it 
is simply not enough to earn the status of good or even 
satisfactory Christian by attending worship on a semi¬ 
regular basis and to attempt to apply what is taught in such 
gatherings in the normal course of life. Instead, formal 
organized religious exercises and church attendance are to 
become the focal point of one's existence. 

For example, you are also obligated to attend Sunday 
school, Sunday evening, and possibly even a variety of 
small group studies during a given week if your church is 
sufficiently large enough where these cell groups are not 
necessarily so much about studying objective doctrinal 
content but more about confession and denunciation of 
shortcomings in a manner not surprisingly different from 
what might take place in a prisoner of war camp. But if 
your church isn't large enough to provide an assortment of 
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such groups, fear not. For yours will likely include a 
midweek service. 

This will likely be marketed or specifically presented as a 
“prayer meeting”. Pewfillers will also be shamed or 
manipulated into attending from the pulpit as well. The 
common rhetorical set up for this will begin with explaining 
how prayer is simply talking with God and who doesn't 
enjoy talking to or spending time with those we hold most 
dear. As such, it is concluded, if you fail to show up for 
prayer meeting, you must not really love God all that much. 

But the thing about that conversation is that it really 
needs to be a two way exchange if the train of thought and 
ongoing dialog is to consist of more than the equivalent of a 
telepathic voice message. Furthermore, often what 
transpires is that pastorally led prayers end up being a 
combination of an extension of the sermon and newsletter 
announcements by other means. But at least when the 
sermon and newsletter announcements are made as sermon 
and newsletter announcements rather than as extended 
prayers, you don't have to sit there with your eyes clamped 
shut for fear of being called out for it by the pastor who 
must need the privacy to quickly pick his nose. 

This extended exposition must seem like an unrelated 
tangent. However, it does provide a bit of explanation as to 
why the Christian probably doesn't have much time to 
hobnob with reprobates outside of the church. 

Of course Justices Scalia, Ginsberg, and even Elena 
Kagin are probably going to hit it off. Though most aren't 
going to have the courage to say it, both Roman 
Catholicism and Judaism are two religions that love their 
booze. So what exactly are upper class Jews supposed to 
bond over with blue collar Baptists that have had it drilled 
into their heads their entire lives (and possibly even 
rightfully so) to avoid alcohol at all costs? A love of pork 
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barbecue that the Jew isn't even supposed to eat unless they 
are of the variety that invokes that particular identity not so 
much because of a devotion to Old Testament teaching but 
rather as something to invoke quickly to justify an often 
noticeable hostility towards anything even remotely 
Christian? 

In this situation of whether to interact or separate, the 
mere pewfiller cannot hope to prevail in terms of avoiding 
some manner of verbal chastisement. For often these clergy 
live by a double standard that they would not approve of if 
they saw it manifested in the lives of their fellow believers. 

For example, in Spring 2015, there was a bit of 
ecumenical excitement in the air as it was announced that 
NBC planned to broadcast a dramatic miniseries titled 
“AD”. The purpose of the drama was to provide the viewer 
with a bit of narrative insight into what the early Church 
centered around the Apostles might have had to deal with 
following the Resurrection of Christ. 

But instead of supporting this undertaking as a respectful 
attempt by the entertainment industry to present the 
founding of the Christian faith even if not entirely accurate 
down to the tiniest painstakingly exact detail but in a way 
that might spark the curiosity of an individual to investigate 
further if so inclined, a number of ministers and theologians 
openly criticized the production. Interestingly, instead of 
pointing out where the narrative might have strayed from 
the Biblical record, Pastor Randy White on an episode of 
“Standing For The Truth” droned on and on about the 
producer of the miniseries Roma Downey being a Roman 
Catholic sympathetic towards the New Age movement. 
White continued on by calling into question Evangelical 
leaders such as David Jeremiah that set aside differences 
with this competing system of theological interpretation to 
emphasize the common first century heritage shared by 
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these distinct brands of Christianity. 

From the vehemence of that particular episode, the 
average listener might come away with the impression of 
the importance of limiting one's exposure to Roman 
Catholics if one wants to be considered the kind of person 
that puts faith first in one's life. But apparently that is the 
kind of rule Pastor White expects everyone else to abide by 
with the exception of himself. This particularly seems to be 
the case when it comes to individuals that can advance 
Pastor White's own career or rather ministry (to put it in 
terms that sound less secular and more pious). 

For example, on “Standing For The Truth” (the very 
same program on which nearly one year prior he 
condemned fellow Evangelicals that had cooperated with a 
Roman Catholic in terms of promoting a cinematic 
production inspired by Biblical sources), Randy White 
deliberately name-dropped how highly he thought of his 
good friend Brett Baier who just happened to be a Fox 
News anchor. White also confessed that Baier also 
happened to be Roman Catholic but one whom White was 
proud to call his friend because of Baier's sincerity to do the 
right thing despite the theological differences that White 
went out of his way to downplay in this instance. So why 
can't Roma Downey and her husband Mark Burnett be 
thought of in a similar fashion as an alley with whom 
Evangelicals can at times cooperate regarding shared 
aspects of the faith? 

Towards the conclusion of his tirade, Russell Moore 
pontificated, “And if our friends and acquaintances are all 
those who agree with our theology, maybe talk about our 
mission is just talk.” In essence, you, average Christian, are 
to be chewed out from the pulpit if you associate with 
people that are now Christian as defined in a narrowly 
dogmatic manner and you are going to apparently be 
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chewed out now if you don't have any friends that are not 
Christian in a narrowly defined dogmatic manner. 

In response to Dr. Moore's catch 22, is it really the 
average pewfilling Christian that talks so much about 
mission? Or is that more so those that run or administer the 
church and related paraministries? 

Missions does have its place in the life of the church and 
by extension the life of every believer. However, it is the 
occupational ministerial class that has placed what could 
legitimately be considered a disproportionate emphasis 
upon formalized missionary outreach to the exclusion of 
many other as legitimate Christian undertakings. 

For example, back during what seemed the verge of a 
pending ebola epidemic, Ann Coulter dared question why 
couldn't those inclined towards acts of piety try rescuing 
their own homeland from the perils of spiritual destruction 
for a change rather than these backwards lands from which 
a single microbe hitching a flight on an unsuspecting 
airliner could potentially lay waste to much of the 
industrialized world. For enunciating such insightful 
speculation, professional religionists castigated and 
condemned Ann Coulter much more vociferously than they 
ever did for her apparel of questionable modesty. 

If professional clergy such as Russell Moore want to talk 
up missions but do nothing about it in terms of their own 
lives, then it is indeed a problem and they should be 
criticized for it. However, if the average believer hears 
these admonitions but after reflection concludes that the 
Holy Spirit is leading them to focus upon other callings and 
areas of ministry just as essential to the fulfillment of God's 
will in this world, there really is not anything regarding this 
matter that the Christian ought to feel guilty about. 

Justice Scalia will be remembered as one of the great 
minds of the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries. 
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It is too bad the lesser minds of this era have invoked this 
jurist's name for the purposes of manipulating those over 
whom they have been granted a modicum of authority and 
influence. 

Leftwing Protests Herald Collectivist Brutality 

As those following the news over the past several years 
are no doubt aware, a leftist protest movement has 
galvanized under a banner referred to broadly as “Occupy 
Wall Street”. This name was selected almost as an after 
thought by a coalition of converging groups and causes in 
order to appeal to the sympathies of a significant swath of 
the American population. 

For there really aren't many that have not been perturbed 
at one time or another over the shenanigans of Wall Street. 
To those on the Left, these often stand out as ostentatious 
displays of greed. Those on the Right, though having little 
problem in theory with the accumulation of considerable 
profit, are as just as much in principle disturbed by the 
government intervention rushing to prevent economic 
collapse as a result of imprudence on the part of investors 
and other fiduciaries carelessly overseeing delicate financial 
assets. 

Because of those assembling under such a banner, a 
number of the nation's leaders from institutions such as 
government and media have spoken favorably of these 
protests. Barack Obama and Nancy Pelosi have often 
assumed a John Belushi “Thank you, sir. May I have 
another” posture in gratitude for protesters speaking out 
with such boldness and direct action. 

But before Americans that (unlike these protesters) 
actually work for a living or take an assortment of steps to 
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see that they minimize their dependence upon public 
assistance march in solidarity as we are told to by 
revolutionary leftists, perhaps we should take a look at what 
movements such as Occupy Wall Street actually profess, 
what kinds of deeds they have committed, and what elites 
such as Barack Obama and Nancy Pelosi endorse by default 
as a result of their favorable remarks and lack of 
condemnation. 

For example, participants in these sorts of upheavals 
have, like disgruntled apes in zoos, relieved their bowels in 
police cruisers. Did President Obama speak out against 
such outrage? 

If not, shouldn't it be construed that he has no problem 
with such an act? After all, he found it appropriate to 
interject himself into the misunderstanding between a police 
officer and a Harvard professor so full of himself that he did 
not think he had to comply with the lawful orders of law 
enforcement like a mundane, run of the mill American. 

More importantly, if there is nothing inherently wrong 
about pulling down one's pants and relaxing one's anal 
sphincter against a police cruiser, then what would be so 
wrong about perpetrating a similar outrage against a 
presidential motorcade? After all, are we not acculturated 
that, in our federal system of government, ideally the local 
level is just as important as the national and no one person 
or official more worthy of deference than another? 

Another aspect worthy of note is how these leftist elites 
respond to Occupy-style movements in light of their 
hostility to the Tea Party movement. One such example is 
none other than Hag Pelosi. 

In one interview, the crone about broke down into tears 
how the kinds of frustrations vociferously articulated in the 
earliest days of the Tea Party movement were what led to 
the violence of the 1960's, especially as epitomized by those 
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carried out in her beloved San Francisco area. President 
Obama echoed similar sentiments insinuating that Tea Party 
activists needed to watch what they said in light of the 
shooting of Representative Gabby Giffords not by a 
proponent of constitutional government and fiscal 
responsibility but rather by a psychotic motivated by the 
occult as evidenced by the Voodoo shrine he erected in his 
parents' backyard. 

But while members of the Tea Party can hardly be linked 
to any actual incidents of violence and are more likely to 
have assaults perpetrated upon them as evidenced by a 
Black gentleman beaten to a pulp by union goons for simply 
attempting to sell “Don't Tread On Me” paraphernalia, those 
allied with Occupy Wall Street and related upheavals have 
actually perpetrated outrages that about bring tears to any 
but the most calloused news hounds. 

In Italy, mobs in solidarity with the Occupy Movement 
desecrated and vandalized religious objects and works of art 
in a church. Had such an act of deliberate animus taken 
place on the part of the Tea Party movement at a Jewish 
synagogue (especially of the liberal variety where those that 
gather do so more out of a passionate disregard for 
Christianity rather than out of any affirmative embrace of 
the revelation of a monotheisitic God to mankind), every 
news bureau in the country would have a correspondent on 
the scene with Geraldo especially ripping out his mustache 
in an act of lamentation. 

And in another act of religious hostility occurring on the 
Italian Peninsula, a protester set ablaze a Bible during a 
mass conducted by the Pope. Just see what happens to you 
if a similar act of disrespect is perpetrated to a particular 
venerated Islamic text. The next video footage of 
something set on fire is likely to be you. 

Did the Obama Administration release any kind of 
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statement condemning such acts of hatred against 
Christianity? Yet this was the very same regime that 
propagated the impression that mentioning the terms 
“Islamic” or “terrorism” to describe the contemporary 
documented phenomena of violence committed in pursuit of 
specific theo-political ends is going to spark an epidemic of 
bias related incidents directed towards Muslims that are in 
no way participating in this covert yet not so subtle attempt 
to destroy the Western way of life. 

Among crimes, there rank gradations of offense. Since 
the structures are ingrained culturally into our psyches as 
places exuding goodness and holiness at least to those that 
frequent them, most Americans of sound conscience would 
not think of vandalizing a house of worship even if it was of 
a tradition other than their own. The only other acts that 
strike the descent individual as more shocking would 
probably be assaults of a sexual nature and outright 
homicide. 

It has been said that in the eighteenth century that the 
Bible was killed, in the nineteenth century that God was 
killed, and in the twentieth century man was killed. This 
rhetorical flourish shows how a total disregard for the basic 
mortality of Scripture leads to a disrespect for God which 
results in the catastrophic death that results as man perfects 
his technology but certainly not his morality. Experimental 
sociologists of the twenty-first century do not necessarily 
have to waste centuries any more to watch such a process 
play out. It is unfolding before their very eyes in the form 
of Occupy Wall Street and derivative protest movements. 

Following the shocking vandalism of the Italian 
churches, participants of the Occupy Movement having 
expressed such outright contempt for the things of God 
have expunged themselves of perhaps the greatest hurdle up 
until now preventing them from afflicting similar atrocities 
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upon their fellow human beings. Perhaps the likes of 
Barack Obama and Nancy Pelosi would care to comment on 
any number of these since they certainly don't mind 
foaming at the mouth at the alleged behavioral 
shortcomings of the Tea Party Movement. 

For example, in a number of Occupy “shanty towns” and 
indigent enclaves, a number of women have been sexually 
assaulted and even raped. It was been reported that one of 
these victims was a 14 year old and, another, a woman with 
cognitive disabilities. 

At one Occupy demonstration, a tent for women only had 
to be established in order to provide a sense of comfort to 
women reluctant to sleep amidst a group of men whose 
appearances alone often reveal a lack of discipline and self 
control. However, given the nature of the mob mentality, is 
a sign reading “Women Only” going to dissuade a bunch of 
lust-filled hooligans when they don't have much respect for 
law, rules, and basic human decorum to begin with? 

Even when such unconscionable acts occur, often it is the 
preference of Occupy organizers that such infractions be 
settled within the confines of the demonstrating collective. 
After all, when these beatniks believe we are nothing more 
than animals to begin with, such assaults really aren't that 
evil after all. Categorizing such acts in that manner is a 
manifestation of the bourgeois notions of the uptight and 
sexually repressed. 

Perhaps it is this notion that the likes of Barack Obama 
and Nancy Pelosi embrace so heartily. That notion is of 
course that the laws that govern we mere common mortals 
should not be used to bind those consciences and minds so 
revolutionary that, as Hegel taught, they are already attuned 
to the new epoch unfolding before us. 

For example, among those thinking that the sexual 
predators within the ranks of the Occupy Movement should 
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not be remanded to bourgeois justice are those probably 
insisting that Herman Cain be placed on some kind of 
offender registry for commenting that one woman was 
about his wife's height and for requesting another to doctor 
his tea. 

Throughout history, though many revolutions start out 
galvanized around a noble principle, eventually since they 
do not yield to the laws of God nor respect the rights of 
those that disagree with their conclusions, end up in 
violence and eventually loss of life. As has been seen in 
terms of the desecrated church and sexual molestations, this 
movement has already tottered over the edge into violence. 
The discerning and concerned must ask how long until the 
loss of innocent life? 

Already a number of Occupy participants have 
succumbed to overdoses on pharmaceutical compounds. 
Proponents of the Occupy Movement will respond that this 
was the result of the deceased individual's own hand. 

Fair enough. One only need glance at the vast numbers 
of Occupy participants for no more than fifteen seconds to 
tell that these types aren't exactly renowned for pursuing 
lives of ascetic self-control and mortification of the flesh. 

However, incidents have occurred that could lead one to 
conclude that the Occupy Movement could turn violent or 
even homicidal at the drop of a pin. Or perhaps, in this 
case, rather a pen. 

For just such a writing implement was plunged into the 
neck of one particular broadcast journalist covering one of 
these activist hovels. One supposes it only logical that the 
proper use of such communication technology no doubt 
evades those unable to master the techniques necessary to 
aim their respective digestive effluents into the designated 
sewage receptacles. 

Often the mouthpieces of these uprising throngs claim 
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that their goals are of a nonviolent nature. Yet these 
malcontents then proceed to smash windows, flip over 
automobiles, and now desecrate religious objects. 

To the average person not educated beyond the point of 
usefulness, such acts embody the notion of violence. 
However, to such leftists that have conscientiously 
abandoned established moral norms, such acts are not 
construed as violent. 

To them, such an ethical appellation only applies if 
forceful actions are directed towards particular types of 
human beings. But among the first steps of systematic 
demhumani z ati on is to either take away the property of 
your political opponents or to exhibit some kind of 
overwhelming disrespect towards it. 

For example, bricks through windows and setting 
trashcans afire is a favorite tactic of this kind of movement 
in its early stages. As such acts become second nature to 
the perpetrators, they may even move to more shocking acts 
of vandalism such as the painting of yellow stars on the 
property of those belonging to a particular ethno-religious 
category. 

After what might even include a little nocturnal breaking 
of the glass, the shock troops of the New World Order are 
well on their way to eroding what little remains of the 
human conscience to allow not only for the destruction of 
the things owned by the despised demographic (be they 
Jews, Christians, property owners or even those driving 
automobiles deemed too luxurious by the proponents of 
anarchistic collectivism) but the snuffing out as well of the 
very lives of those deemed a hindrance to progress and the 
next stage of social development. 

Already the mental and philosophical preparation is 
being put into place to ratchet things up to the next level. 
Even the godless amoralitsts need to be conditioned for the 
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pending taking of human life. 

In a story posted at the Blaze.com titled, “Anti-Capitalist 
Teach-In Leader: 'We Have People Organizing Inside The 
Military”, a member of the Progressive Labor Party boasted 
that he and his comrades are infiltrating the military, college 
campuses, and among industrial workers in preparation of a 
pending uprising. In essence, this is totalitarian as it mirrors 
the orders of society laid out since the Middle Ages 
encompassing nearly everyone in terms of those who work, 
fight, and pray. 

Infiltrating the churches and colleges is essential in order 
to mold the masses in compliance with one's own warped 
worldview. It is essential to seize control of the means of 
production in order to bring society to a grinding halt. For 
if you can cut off access to food, other necessities and 
assorted luxuries, you can coerce quite a few to go along 
with your demands even if they are not inclined to because 
of the ingrained drives for food, shelter, and clothing. 

There is only one reason that one would want to take 
over the military as articulated by a mentioned Occupy 
spokesman. That reason is to none other than kill or 
intimidate into compliance those within education, industry, 
and religion unwilling to surrender this side of the grave to 
the brutalizations of totalitarian collectivism. 

Some snobs might sneer down their noses since 
Blaze.com is the news portal of ideological flip-flopper 
Glen Beck. However, how that refutes the veracity of an 
Occupy subversive speaking in his own words is never 
really explained. That's one reason they want to seize 
control of the military. So they will never be required to 
explain themselves. 

However, there was another statement documented that 
verifies that desire for what the vast majority of Americans 
would categorize as violence. One agitator participating in 


148 



Occupy Movement activism enunciated how he would like 
to hurl a Molotov cocktail into Macy's. 

Such an act is an act of terrorism not all that different 
than that perpetrated by Islamists around the world. 

Anyone claiming it is not because of the animosities they 
harbor against the symbols of capitalism such as department 
stores should be asked how they would like such an horrible 
deed perpetrated against their own homes or economic 
establishments more to their own likings such as food coops 
and organic markets featuring what is claimed to be locally 
grown produce. 

In response to a brief blog entry I posted, a commenter 
remarked that I had better stop watching Fox News or Rush 
Limbaugh and wake up to how the so-called 99% 
disapprove of how the 1% are living. This also raises a 
number of questions. 

For starters, what if I refuse to? As a free individual, I 
am permitted to consult whatever sources of information 
and media that I desire. We call that freedom of thought 
and expression. It is obvious that with such threats that 
those sympathetic to the rampagers do not respect liberty of 
conscience. 

But more importantly, does the fact that the 99% approve 
or disapprove of something make that thing in question 
good or evil? It has been said that the road to Hell is paved 
with good intentions. To configure that sentiment in a more 
dignified elocution, the Biblical idiom insists that broad is 
the path that leads to destruction. 

For example, it has been said that pure democracy is a 
group consisting of 51 men and 49 women where the 51 
men vote to rape the 49 women. Some conditioned into the 
notion that the only way to express things is in the most 
docile manner possible so as not to spark offense will 
recoil, insisting that such an extreme example could never 
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take place. But given what has taken place at a number of 
Occupy encampments such as unsolicited toe sniffing, 
outright sexual assault, the establishment of female-only 
tents surrounded by barbed wire and a leadership so 
spineless that it is reluctant too hand over such criminals to 
the justice system, those that would consider themselves 
adjusted human beings had better think long and hard about 
basing their convictions upon a foundation no more secure 
than the whims of a drug-addled mob. 

Global society indeed totters along the edge of 
destruction. Though anyone aware of a world beyond 
themselves is outraged by the gross excesses wallowed in 
by those atop the system, one must also be constantly aware 
of the threat posed by those fanatically insistent that the 
only way to rectify the perceived outrages is to nearly 
destroy all of civilized existence in the process. 

Southern Baptist Convention Undermined By 
Russell Moore's Propensity Towards 
Compromise 

Granted, in response to what was seen as encroaching 
apostasy and unbelief eroding both strong morals and sound 
doctrine, Fundamentalism at times presented a militant 
brand of conservative Protestantism that could occasionally 
be construed as a bit gruff around the edges. In such 
circles, a soft answer was not necessarily perceived as 
turning away wrath as admonished by Proverbs 15:1 but 
rather as a sign of spiritual weakness and, even worse, 
possible compromise. 

In what is categorized as the nation's largest Protestant 
denomination, the Southern Baptist Convention serves as an 
interesting sociological barometer in terms of what 
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direction ideological winds tend to be blowing. For 
example, early in the twentieth century, this ecclesiastical 
association nearly succumbed to the temptations of 
liberalism and modernism only to be pulled back from this 
brink by a conservative resurgence that coincided with the 
ascent of Reaganism on through the Republican Party 
taking both houses of Congress in the 1990’s. 

Now it seems the tide might once again be receding. 
Those that have in a sense grown up in an environment 
characterized as overwhelmingly religious are tempted to 
surrender the ground gained as a form of repentance in their 
minds for certain admitted excesses and as a way to 
promote the peace and toleration always being yelled about 
in one's ear. 

In his early 40's as of this writing in late 2017, Dr. 

Russell Moore of Southern Theological Seminary and now 
the Ethics and Public Policy Commission is often fawned 
over as a prominent young leader who could very likely 
shape the Southern Baptist Convention throughout the 
course of much of the twenty-first century. If that is the 
case, conservative Baptists mind end up finding themselves 
betrayed on what could very well be a sinking ship. 

Without a doubt, Russell Moore professes those 
fundamentals of the faith necessary to assure the individual 
of salvation in Christ and eternity in Heaven. But it is in 
those areas where it is easy to compromise for broad 
approval and applause that Dr. Moore presents the greater 
spiritual danger. 

I Corinthians 9:22 counsels to be all things to all men. 

By this, it is believed that the Gospel message can be 
adapted within certain parameters or presented in such a 
way that addresses individuals in the particular 
circumstances in which they find themselves. 

The problem with Russell Moore and an increasing 
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number within Evangelical Christianity in general and the 
Southern Baptist Convention in particular is the growing 
conviction that, in order to appeal to what is perceived as 
untapped demographics, professional religionists must go 
out of there way to publicly denigrate those expected to 
financially sponsor these outreach efforts. And in so doing, 
one is expected to turn one's back on much of the 
foundation that was laid as the foundation that got us to 
where we are today. 

This is particularly evident in Russell Moore's response 
to the Trayvon Martin incident. As someone that presents 
himself not only as a clergyman but as someone that also 
makes his comfortable living as such, one might think 
Russell Moore would have endeavored to remain above the 
fray in regards to such an issue by calling for cooler heads 
to prevail or to point out how quickly individual lives can 
be lost. 

Instead, Moore came out quite publicly in favor of 
Trayvon Martin and against George Zimmerman. The 
mouthpiece of Southern Baptist public policy is quoted in 
the 7/16/13 edition of the Washington Post as saying, 
“Regardless of what Trayvon Martin was doing or not 
doing, you have someone who was taking upon himself 
some sort of vigilante justice, even by getting out of the car. 
Regardless of what the legal verdict was, this was wrong.” 

Perhaps we really should consider what transpired and 
especially what it was that Trayvon Martin was doing the 
moment his life ended. 

From what the judicial process has been able to establish, 
Trayvon Martin was beating George Zimmerman and 
delivering blows to the head that could have resulted in 
permanent injury and even death. Why does the criteria 
Moore invokes to defend Martin not apply to protect 
Zimmerman in this incident as well? 
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For example, according to Moore, the chain of events 
began when Zimmerman disembarked from the vehicle. 
That may or may not have been the wisest course of action. 
However, that was probably more legal and less suspicious 
than Martin zig-zagging late at night in and out of people's 
yards like a drunk or reefer addict up to no good. 

So if Zimmerman committed a great wrong by laying his 
hands on Martin, why should Martin be exonerated for 
attacking Zimmerman who was doing nothing worse than 
perambulating over a public thoroughfare? However, it is 
apparently not enough for Moore to simply side perhaps 
with the party that did not have access to a fire arm in this 
altercation. 

One can barely find a piece of direct mail promotional 
newsletter propaganda these days that does not go out of its 
way to denigrate White people for simply being white. A 
considerable number of these ecclesiastical functionaries 
have adopted a rhetoric of White guilt more typically 
emanating from the likes of Phil Donahue and Woody Allen 
than from behind a Dixie pulpit. One of the foremost 
practitioners of this victimization narrative is none other 
than Russell Moore. 

To the analysis of the Trayvon Martin issue, Russell 
Moore added, “And when you add this to the larger context 
of racial profiling and a legal system that does seem to have 
systemic injustices as it related to African Americans with 
arrests and sentencing, I think makes for a huge crisis.” 
Moore further observes, “Most white evangelicals...are 
seeing [the Martin case] microscopically and most African 
Americans are seeing it macroscopically. Most white 
Americans say we don't know what happened that night and 
they are missing the point.” 

As dumb as Whites are depicted now by the hierarchs of 
the Southern Baptist Convention, it's a wonder they are able 
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to drop their tithe into the collection plate. But perhaps it is 
because of such stupidity that Whites so flagrantly mocked 
don't take their religious dollars elsewhere. 

Notice that nowhere in those comments did Moore 
ponder that Trayvon Martin might have been as high as a 
kite or that George Zimmerman might have taken the only 
course of action that would have preserved his own life. If 
Moore is going to be this discombobulated over matters of 
race and ethnicity to the point where in matters of law 
enforcement and civil adjudication that the primary concern 
is not so much that of an individual's guilt or innocence in 
terms of committing a certain act but rather on the basis of 
the individual's membership in certain demographic 
categories, Russell Moore should be asked just what is he 
himself willing to sacrifice in terms of comprehensive 
social equity. 

For example, if Russell Moore on a proverbial dark and 
stormy night found himself confronted by a Black assailant 
that proceeds to perpetrate violence against this seminarian 
naive to how the world actually exists, is he going to do 
what he expected of George Zimmerman and allow himself 
to be pummeled either to death or into a state of permanent 
mental imbecility as a result of brain damage received for 
the good of the cause? More importantly, is Dr. Moore 
willing for his wife or daughters to be raped in order to 
balance out what Southern Baptist functionaries such as 
himself now consider the scales of ethnic justice? 

Just as important, should these kinds of tragedies befall 
Rev. Moore or his ecclesiastical allies and the scumbag is 
apprehended by law enforcement, are these theologians then 
going to parrot the fashionable liberal drivel about 
disparities in sentencing should the perpetrator of the crimes 
against them be one of the minorities the denomination has 
come to coddle and fawn over these past few years? For in 
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his praise of Trayvon Martin and condemnation of George 
Zimmerman, Moore went out of his way to emphasize this 
issue. 

In 2013, the Convention went out of its way to enact a 
resolution condemning incarceration with little mention as 
to whether or not those tossed in the slammer might actually 
deserve to be there. Perhaps the denomination would 
instead prefer to come out in favor of more explicitly Old 
Testament punishments such as floggings and public 
executions. 

The Convention also condemned former chairman of the 
Ethics and Policy Commission and eventually forced into 
retirement Richard Land for merely verbalizing what it was 
that the vast majority of Americans were already thinking 
that President Obama was “trying to gin up the black vote” 
and that allied racemongers “need the Trayvon Martins to 
continue perpetuating their central myth — America is a 
racist and evil nation.” 

It is not only in the area of race relations where Russell 
Moore falls pitifully short of the kind of leadership Baptists 
need if the denomination and that particular theological 
perspective is to not only ride out the waves of the looming 
cultural collapse but possibly even rescue the nation from 
drowning in these overwhelming historical tides. 

In coverage of the 2013 convention in which Russell 
Moore was installed as the chairman of the Ethics and 
Religious Liberties Commission, an observer gushed in one 
press account that his election brought a more moderate 
tone. As it was explained, “The new generation is less 
ideologically motivated.” However, is it that the new 
generation is “less ideologically motivated” or simply that it 
decided to capitulated in implementing a more leftist 
ideology? 

It seems Brother Moore is quite adept at implementing a 
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don't do as I do, do as I say mentality. For on an episode of 
the Albert Mohler Program broadcast sometime around 
2006 probably around the first time I had ever even heard of 
Russell Moore, he confessed that, while thoroughly 
enjoying Halloween himself as a youth, it is now wrong for 
contemporary Christian children to participate in 
Halloween. 

And the point of raising this issue, some are probably 
asking with perplexity? After all, such a viewpoint is no 
doubt common among a variety of theologies found among 
Independent Baptist, conservative Southern Baptist, and 
even Pentecostal or Charismatic churches. 

Indeed it is. However, the example is brought up to point 
out that Russell Moore and the young Turks advocating his 
style of social engagement are not quite of the live and let 
live mindset those unaccustomed to fully parsing phrases 
such as “less ideologically motivated” might be led to 
believe. If anything, it would seem Russell Moore has 
something of a tendency to crackdown in those areas where 
individual preference should be allowed to flourish while 
allowing things to get a bit out of line where, if one slacks 
an inch, assorted subversives will take a proverbial mile. 

How does this represent a more moderate wind being 
blown into Baptist sails? I can assure you, I know first 
hand this sort of message has been pounded into the minds 
of Christian youth for nearly thirty years. 

I remember back in my day that, along with whether or 
not you watched “The Simpsons”, you would speak in 
hushed tones about celebrating Halloween for fear of 
bringing the wrath of the more religiously fanatical teachers 
in Christian day school down upon you. It often seemed 
that some would even go out of their way to assign extra 
homework or schedule a test for the next day as a way to 
punish those that might succumb to the temptation of 
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masquerading for prepackaged nocturnal confections. 

This hypocrisy aside, it is not the only issue regarding 
which this new breed of seemingly less ideological 
Southern Baptist leader may actually be more ideological 
than ever before. Baptists might be mocked with the 
mantra of “Don't drink, don't chew, and don't go with girls 
who do” in terms of the rigorous behavioral codes many 
adhere to in the attempt to differentiate themselves from 
those considered worldly and in an effort to adhere to a 
lifestyle that they believe would be pleasing to God. 
However, if there is one area in which Baptists are noted for 
a spirit of liberation it is in the area of food. 

However, Russell Moore and his allies would likely 
impose an additional set of regulations upon those in their 
congregations and within their respective spheres of 
homiletical influence in regards to this aspect of existence 
in no way derived from Biblical principles such as those 
regarding booze. 

On 1/2/2006, Russell Moore posted an entry on the blog 
of the Henry Institute at the Southern Baptist Theological 
Seminary titled “Crunchy Cons and Veggie Tales”. The 
brief essay is a review and elaboration of an emerging 
ideology known as crunchy conservatism coined by 
Moore's “Touchstone Magazine” colleague Rod Dreher. 

In the post, Moore describes crunchy cons as, “... 
conservatives who are religious traditionalists and political 
conservatives but who are deeply suspicious of the 
materialism and consumerist assumptions of the reigning 
culture.” However, the materialism denounced here goes 
beyond that requiring the latest iteration of the I-Phone 
when the one acquired last year still works perfectly fine or 
having to acquire an entirely new wardrobe every year 
irrespective of whether or not the duds from the previous 
season have worn out. 
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Rather, it is of the variety of how we mere working slobs 
are expected to willingly embrace with deliberation and 
aforethought a harsher and less convenient lifestyle because 
doing so makes detached intellectuals like Russell Moore 
that have not gotten their hands dirty in years or even 
decades feel so much more satisfied with themselves 
because they know more about how you ought to spend 
your miserable existence better than you do. 

In the TimesOnline article referenced by Moore titled 
“Mr. And Mrs. Crunchy”, his Touchstone Magazine 
colleague Rod Dreher begins, “We had come to believe that 
the family, not the individual, is the basic building block of 
our society.” It depends upon what the writer means by 
that. 

Bravo if by that he is expressing a realization that, upon 
having children, his wellbeing and that of his wife takes a 
backseat and their needs play second fiddle to those of the 
children. However, to those such as Rod Dreher and 
Russell Moore, the notion likely goes considerably beyond 
that. 

For example, often those of this mentality having 
procreated believe that they are entitled to an ever- 
increasing percentage of the income and accumulated 
resources of those that do not have children, especially if 
such people are single. This confiscatory compensation can 
take on a number of forms. 

The first is in the form of traditional taxation. Those of a 
communalist mindset believe that each additional child that 
they parent into the world should grant them a larger piece 
of the economic pie to be siphoned off as a form of 
punishment from those not having produced children or not 
having produced by what in their standard is an acceptable 
number. One radical homeschooler has even insinuated that 
those not having at least four (the particular number he just 
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happens to have) of harboring an insufficient love of 
children. It is about time to end manipulation of the tax 
code as a kind of mind game to trick supposedly free people 
into engaging in predetermined behavior of any kind. 

In expanding that the family and not the individual is the 
building block of society, Rod Dreher expounded, “I 
heretically came to realize that Hillary Clinton was right: it 
really does take a village to raise a child. We conservatives, 
with our exaltation of consumer choice and the sovereign 
individual, were dismantling the village as effectively as the 
statist libertines we opposed.” 

This notion of the village goes beyond simply perhaps 
curtailing the amount of smut broadcast on television. 
Rather, it allows for the COMMUNITY often in the guise of 
government authorities to have final say over decisions 
regarding your existence that might not really be based 
upon any principle clearly delineated in the pages of 
Scripture. 

Dreher further elaborates regarding free market 
principles, “But they were based on fundamentally 
materialist assumptions about human nature which 
conservatives ought to have known were inaccurate and 
which would lead to a loss of purpose, of community, or 
idealism.” 

But is it really the place of government (because that is 
ultimately what is meant by COMMUNITY to these neo¬ 
beatnik types) to police these matters in the lives of 
individuals and families? For what if these are at variance 
with what communal elites decide constitutes prevailing 
values and acceptable citizenship (for lack of a better term 
for those advocating for the elimination of traditional 
borders). 

For example, what ought to happen when the 
COMMUNITY decides you as a professional baker you 


159 



will provide your particular goods and services for gay 
weddings? Better yet, in such circumstances, what happens 
when the COMMUNITY decides that its vision of marriage 
not being limited between a single pair of heterosexual 
partners but rather open to any combination of consenting 
adult partners is the view to be taught to your children? 

Granted, it is doubtful that a good Baptist like Russell 
Moore would applaud such social decay. In fact, overall the 
Southern Baptist Convention has stood for the God- 
ordained traditional heterosexual family even if a number of 
the association's spokesfolk have been hoodwinked into 
public forums and dialogs where the attendees mired in that 
specific inclination are not so much looking to be delivered 
spiritually from that particular sin but are instead attempting 
to lure the well-intentioned but somewhat naive Baptist into 
a state of ever-increasing compromise. 

Russell Moore could be one of the most prominent 
Baptist leaders of the twenty-first century with the 
possibility as many as five additional decades of theological 
productivity before him if he is blessed with mental vitality 
and a long life. As such, American Evangelicals need to be 
cognizant where his accumulating compromises undermine 
what little remains of the nation's conservative values and 
influence upon America's cultural institutions. 

Most would agree that a progressive licentiousness 
pervades much of the Western world's media landscape. 
However, one of the few remaining areas in which 
conservatives of varying stripes have been able to hold their 
own has been talk radio. 

Yet, if Russell Moore had his way, conservatives — 
particularly of the Evangelical variety — would relinquish 
the ground that they hold in the media or at least moderate 
their tone to the extent that such voices would be 
indistinguishable from any other variety of broadcaster. 
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At the Ethics and Religious Liberty Commission of the 
Southern Baptist Convention's 2014 Leadership Summit, as 
that body's president, Moore said that if all he knew about 
Christianity was what he heard on Christian radio in the 
Nashville area while driving to that particular conference, 
he would hate Christianity too. Such an allegation, in and 
of itself, might have merit. The thing of it is that, since 
then, Moore has been disturbingly vague and elusive 
regarding the nature of these criticisms. 

In this particular tirade, Moore said, “There are some 
people who believe that fidelity to the gospel simply means 
speaking 'you kids get off my lawn'. That is not the 
message of the gospel. If the call to repentance does not 
end with an invitation that is grounded ...in the cross and the 
empty tomb of Jesus we are speaking a different word than 
the Word that has been given.” 

Such a statement is accurate if the venue and/or media 
under consideration is the pulpit on Sunday morning. 
However, talk radio (even Christian talk radio) can have a 
slightly different methodology dependent upon the 
particular program under consideration. 

Lor example, in his tirade Russell Moore said, “If all you 
and I are doing is standing and speaking a word, including a 
truthful word, about sexual immorality...the world does not 
need us for that. The devil is able to do that on his own. 

We have not been called simply to condemn. We have been 
called to reconcile.” 

It seems that increasingly in Dr. Moore's homiletical 
repertoire that “reconcile” has become a euphemism for 
capitulation and pandering. There is indeed more to 
repentance than condemnation. But in order for someone to 
admit that they are wrong and want to do something about 
that situation, doesn't the individual need to be informed 
that they have done something wrong? 
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Apparently in his attempt to garner the approval of 
religious leftists, Russell Moore insists that the world does 
not need us to stand and speak against sexual immorality. 
But if not Christians and conservatives of various 
persuasions, who will be left to do so? In light of the 
Duggar and Bill Gothard scandals most prominently and to 
a lesser extent R.C. Sproul Jr's confession to his own carnal 
temptation, it seems this variety of compromise is even 
coming to grip those uplifted among us as supposedly the 
best that Evangelicalism has to offer. 

For how long did Russell Moore listen to talk radio 
during the day in question? Shouldn't he be required to 
listen to a station's entire weekly program rotation before 
rendering a somewhat objective verdict that the complete 
Gospel message is not being presented? 

Russell Moore dismisses Christian talk radio as little 
more than the rhetorical equivalent of “you kids get off my 
lawn”. But if certain people are deliberately somewhere 
they ought not to be doing something they definitely 
shouldn't be, why shouldn't they be told about it? 
Professional religionists and clergy such as Moore certainly 
don't mind letting this be known when the tithes and 
offering slack off. 

In the effort to protect their stations and privileges 
placing them on a rung on the social ladder higher than that 
of the average pewfiller, a number of ministers like to 
emphasize the passage found in Ephesians 4:11 stipulating 
that some are called to be teachers, some pastors, and other 
evangelists. 

So why cant this also apply to the various ministries and 
programs featured on an average Christian radio station? 
Some shows might emphasize family life and personal 
relationships. Others such as Moore seem to prefer, 
according to his remarks, to focus upon explicitly 
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evangelistic outreach. Others might be a bit more hard 
hitting (in a way that seems to turn off Dr. Moore) by 
exposing the doctrinal deficiencies in systems in 
competition with Christianity or the moral controversies 
eating away at the heart of American society or Western 
civilization. 

Russell Moore is partially correct in that if all we know 
of Christianity came from the assorted radio programs 
broadcast in the faith's name one might very well not want 
anything to do with this particular religion. Does the 
theologian articulating such scathing remarks intend to 
repent of the role he has played in such a development 
surprisingly not always so much the result of an excess of 
conservatism but often times as a result of his desire to 
curry favor with religious leftists? 

For example, as previously stated, where in the pages of 
Scripture is the pastor or evangelist instructed to berate the 
Christian for acquiring provisions from large chain retailers 
such as Target or Walmart? Likewise, what self-respecting 
White person is going to want anything to do with your 
religion when you rhetorically flog them for things that 
happened nearly half a century ago when it is often the 
minorities that these self-loathing Caucasians go out of their 
way to pander towards destroying property and threatening 
the innocent in the blighted urban areas? 

It might be one thing to strive for the Biblical admonition 
to be all things to all men. However, in the way in which 
they attempt to do so, Southern Baptist functionaries such 
as Russell Moore would do well to remember that those 
having been loyal members all along are just as much 
worthy of respect and admiration as those attempting to be 
brought into the fold. 
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Poster Girl Of The New World Order 


Throughout history, social movements have often come 
to be identified with the individuals most perceived as 
embodying their expressed values and perspectives. That 
being the case, one might suggest Arianna Huffmgton be 
considered the perfect spokeswoman for the New World 
Order. For even though she definitely lacks the intelligence 
required to manifest the cabalistic acumen needed to 
orchestrate such a comprehensive plot, a number of the 
viewpoints she expresses are nearly identical to those 
motivating those allied with this global conspiracy. 

At the heart of the New World Order is a radical 
dichotomy between how the masses would be forced to live 
by their alleged betters and in the Bacchanalian fashion in 
which the elites would continue to exist. In other words, 
those advocating this form of cultural organization endorse 
a Don’t-Do-As-I-Do-But-Do-As-I-Say approach to social 
ethics. 

Foremost among the plans of the New World Order is to 
feudalize the population by strictly controlling access of the 
average person to technologies, resources, and necessities 
— even going so far as to stipulate in what kind of 
dwelling an individual may live. These policies will, 
however, in no way infringe upon the ability of bigshots in 
the overclass from enjoying their own lives though. 

For example, media dilettante Arianna Huffington 
introduced an ad campaign accusing those of driving SUV’s 
of financing terrorism because of the questionable gas 
mileage displayed by this mode of transportation. But while 
the little guy is expected to return to a pre-industrial 
lifestyle, don’t be fooled into thinking Arianna and her ilk 
will lead by example by sharing in the intentionally- 
imposed hardship. 
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You might be a supporter of terrorism for driving an SUV 
around town, but Miss Arianna gallivants across the country 
and around the globe aboard private jets. She also has a 
9,000 square foot house and, according to an April 2000 
issue of National Review , her wedding dress “cost more 
than most college grads’ starting salaries” and the reception 
was well over $ 100,000. But as she pointed out to Sean 
Hannity who dared highlight such hypocrisies, she only 
flies where the planes are going anyway. Have her put on a 
few pounds and work on her accent, this woman could 
serve as Anna Nicole Smith’s stunt double. 

Unfortunately, these attitudes aren’t the ravings of a lone 
madwoman in the wilderness. They are in fact quite 
prevalent among many of those holding positions of cultural 
influence. 

For example, Norman Lear, who bankrolled this 
propaganda, himself owns a 21 car garage that is 45 feet 
tall. Most SUV dealer showrooms aren’t that large. Other 
eco-minded celebrities wanting to tell you what to do while 
continuing to enjoy their own lives of luxury include Jane 
Fonda (it figures) who has one of those SUV limousines 
and Barbara Streisand who, according to 
WorldNetDaily.com, drives around town in a 45-foot 
motorhome thinking herself too good for a public toilet out 
of a fear of germs (but then again, those adorable restroom 
pathogens can only endure so much trauma). It must be 
remembered this is the same Barbara Streisand who during 
the California electricity crisis admonished residents about 
hanging laundry out to dry rather than tossing it the dryer. 

In the eyes of those like Arianna, however, it is not the 
place of commoners to expose the inconsistencies of the 
self-important. Our role is simply to obey. According to 
Lloyd Grove of the Washington Post, Huffmgton demanded 
a formal apology from New York Post columnist Richard 
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Jackson, lecturing him about the impropriety of exposing 
celebrity duplicity. 

Some might think this issue one merely of economics or 
conservation. Yet the matter goes much deeper to embrace 
components of the ultimate or spiritual in the attempt by 
those orchestrating this movement to control all facets of 
existence. 

To advocates of the New World Order, religion is not the 
transcendent source of truth by which even their actions 
will be judged but rather an implement through which to 
whip the masses into compliance. Of the “What Would 
Jesus Drive Campaign” the director of the Religion Action 
Center of Reform Judaism told the Associated Press, “If you 
in the auto industry manufacture and market more clean 
cars, we in the American religious community will not only 
tell our people about it, we’ll have prepared them to 
embrace such change.” Gives a whole new meaning to 
Huxley’s line in Brave New World, “In the Year of Our 
Ford.” 

To those running with the World Council of Churches 
crowd, religion has very little to do with the relationship of 
the individual to the eternal God of the universe. Rather it’s 
about spouting-off socio-manipulative propaganda for the 
latest politically correct cause. Frankly, I have better things 
to do Sunday mornings than being told what car to drive. 

Arianna is herself no stranger to the bizarre symbiosis 
that develops between aberrant religion and eccentric 
politics. Besides being a pundit, Arianna is also a minister 
in the Movement of Spiritual Inner Awareness, known as 
“MSIA” and pronounced “messiah” (something extremely 
creepy in itself). 

There’s much more to this group than Sunday sermons, 
choir practice, and picnics on the church lawn. MSIA is a 
New Age group that believes we are all a part of God but 
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need the help of the “Mystic Traveler” (the group’s leader 
of course) to help us in re-embracing the divine within. 

As such, some people are higher up the metaphysical 
ladder than others. Having had a number of out-of-body 
experiences (one could argue her mind has yet to return), 
Huffington has ascended to a higher level of consciousness; 
and, as has been argued since the days of Hegel, those of us 
trapped on the lower planes of cosmic development can in 
no way apply our outdated standards to those operating in 
the next epoch of the Universal Spirit. That is why Arianna 
and those like her have no problem with flying around in 
private jets yet chastise you for simply going to work and 
taking care of your children. 

An old adage warns beware of Greeks bearing gifts. It 
must be remembered that not all Trojan horses are made of 
wood and hide marauding armies. Many are composed of 
words and conceal ideas just as threatening to both human 
liberty and individual well-being. 

Generation Of Christian Leaders Riding Into 
Sunset Spark Reevaluation 

With the passing of Jerry Falwell and D. James Kennedy 
along with the dissolution of the Center for Reclaiming 
America and the Center for Christian Statesmanship, the 
issue has arisen once again as to whether or not 
conservative Evangelicals should participate in political 
activity. Since things have not gotten any better and if 
anything continued their downward spiral since the advent 
of the contemporary conservative Evangelical movement 
popularly referred to as the "Religious Right", it has been 
suggested by some that politically interested Christians 
should be herded back into their pews to once again await 
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the Apocalypse. 

Interestingly, one of the foremost voices now opposed to 
conservative Evangelical political involvement is none 
other than columnist Cal Thomas, who at one time served 
as a Falwell underling as vice president of Moral Majority 
and spoke at Dr. Kennedy's Reclaiming America for Christ 
conference. Thomas, in a column analyzing the passing of 
his former colleague titled "The Legacy of Jerry Falwell", 
concludes of the Religious Right, "The movement also had 
its downside, because it tended to detract from a Christian's 
primary responsibility of telling people the 'good news' that 
redemption comes only through Jesus Christ." 

While there is a degree of truth to that as during the early 
to mid 90's at times it seemed Falwell's ministry did place 
too much emphasis hawking videotapes exposing the 
criminality of Bill Clinton and replaying week after week 
snippets of homosexual excesses to the point where one had 
to send children out of the room or have to explain why 
mommy and daddy's faces were turning red, some of this is 
more the fault of how the Evangelical subculture is 
structured sociologically than the result of Christian 
political participation per say. 

All throughout Sunday school and the Christian day 
school environment, those spending most of their lives in 
this branch of the Christian faith are conditioned with the 
assumption that those holding professional ministry 
positions such as pastors and missionaries are some how a 
cut above the remainder of the congregation even though 
the traditional Protestant position held to the priesthood of 
all believers and that all moral work was as equally holy. 

As such, it is no wonder most believers are paralyzed unless 
there is a so-called "man of the cloth" there on the scene to 
direct their every movement. Thus, it was only natural that 
clergy such as Falwell and Kennedy would have to play 
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prominent roles in these movements. 

Ironically, at earlier stages in his career, Thomas was one 
of the most eloquent voices urging Christian youth to 
consider callings in fields other than professional ministry 
such as government, politics, and the media. He even one 
time quipped he did not recall any Christian being called to 
serve Christ part time. 

However, now that he's had his career, Thomas concludes 
that "...a Christian's primary responsibility is telling people 
the 'good news' that redemption comes only through Jesus 
Christ." If that's the case, is Thomas going to recuse 
himself from commenting on sociopolitical matters in favor 
of more monastic or missional undertakings or is it part of a 
more natural inclination of not wanting to share notoriety? 
For in another column Thomas lamented the rise of 
consumer choice as exemplified by the growth of talk radio 
and the blogosphere and instead enunciated a preference 
that the masses all sup of the same information from the 
swill placed before them by traditional journalists as the 
nation's media gatekeepers. 

When Thomas chastises Christians for participating in 
politics and the media since this detracts from time that 
should be spent directly sharing the Gospel, is he also going 
to level this charge against Christian physicians if they take 
the time to perform surgery rather than only praying for the 
patient's recovery? Likewise, what about the farmer that 
toils away all day in their fields as this is also time that 
could be spent in more religious pursuits? 

I Corinthians 12:28 says to some God gave to be 
preachers, some evangelists, others government. Not 
everyone is cut out for the same purpose in life. As such, 
their level of interest and the way they contribute to the 
advancement of the Kingdom of God will vary by kind and 
degree. 
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Thomas writes, "But Christians must first understand that 
the issues they most care about — abortion, same-sex 
marriage, and cultural rot — are not caused by bad politics, 
but are matters of the heart and soul." While Thomas is 
correct that these problems won't ultimately be solved until 
people have a total renewing of the mind found through 
Christ's shed blood, it does not follow that nothing else 
should be done to ameliorate the social impacts of these 
manifestations of man’s sin nature. 

All it takes for evil to win is for good men to do nothing. 
In certain communities across the United States, whether or 
not I steal your car at a stoplight, plug your head with a 
bullet, and rape your mother as you lay their bleeding to 
death there on the pavement are as debated as the propriety 
of abortion and sodomite nuptials are in others. Does that 
mean in such jurisdictions those of good conscience should 
not insist that laws against these infractions be enforced 
since, well, the unrepentant apparently have few qualms or 
taboos against such alternative lifestyle choices? 

The tendency of the human species is to take things to 
extremes. Luther remarked that man is like a drunkard 
banging his head into one wall and then the next. Granted, 
many believers have come to expect too much from politics 
as David Frum has remarked that the debate is no longer 
about reducing the size of government but rather about 
divvying up the fiscal spoils. 

Many Christians probably did become dupes of the 
Republican Party at one point. Frankly, though, where else 
were they going to go? 

At least the GOP would consider individualism construed 
through the prism of a Christian worldview. The 
Democratic Party has pretty much given itself over to 
debauchery and collectivism. If one tries really really hard 
one can count the number of worthwhile Democrats such as 
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Zel Miller on one hand. 

Though some Christians are loathe to admit it as they 
have been conditioned by overly pacifistic interpretations of 
passages such as turn the other cheek, sometimes Christian 
involvement is not about bringing the reprobates to a saving 
knowledge of Christ as fundamental and essential as that 
mission is. Rather it is about keeping these ravenous 
jackals away from you and what is rightfully yours. 

Some might respond “But didn’t Jesus say to give them 
your cloak?” My friends, these blatant communalists want 
more than the shirt off your back. For they will stop at 
nothing until they not only have the souls of you and your 
children, but also the very house that you live in and the 
automobile that you drive if we adhere to the 
recommendations of the radical pietists if we as believers 
refrain from political matters such as property rights and 
environmental policy. 

And if some preacher gets up there and blabbers on about 
how these are just material things we should give up willy 
nilly, see if he ever forgets to pass the collection plate or 
how antsy he gets when the IRS considers tweeking 
something in its code not even remotely related to the 
survival of religious liberty in this country such as 
exemptions on pastoral housing allowances. If the rest of 
us get hosed by revenuers, why not the clergy as well? 
Maybe then they won’t be so quick to bend their knee 
before the state’s Baphomet. 

While some such as Cal Thomas seem to counsel 
disinvolvement from sociopolitical activism out of a sincere 
desire to retain doctrinal purity and separation, others 
embodying what in Fundamentalist circles is known as 
Neo-Evangelicalism do so for other reasons. Seeking to get 
along with other theologies for the sake of getting along, 
this perspective is endeavoring to take hypertolerance and 
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unity to a whole new level even if it means downplaying or 
overlooking some of Scripture's most obvious mandates. 

Ironically, though the word “mandate” means something 
else, one of the issues the Christian in the pews is being 
urged to keep quiet about is none other than “man dates”. 
For in the March/April 2007 issue of The Plain Truth 
Magazine, in the article “I Kissed Religion Goodbye”, Greg 
Albrecht lists as one of his complaints that many churches 
expect members to “Vote and politically agitate in absolute, 
lockstep with pro-life and anti-homosexual views exactly 
the way your church promotes and endorses them”. 

Unlike the war against terror over which sincere 
Christians can have differing interpretations as to how to 
best approach the issue, there is not much wiggle room 
there as to abortion and homosexuality. There is not really 
anyway around “Thou shalt not murder” and injunctions 
against carnal relations with members of the same sex 
unless Albrecht wants to come out and say that the unborn 
really aren’t human beings and that God did not create 
marriage to be between a man and a woman. 

To many, these issues probably do seem to attract an 
inordinate amount of attention from conservative 
Evangelicals. But whose fault is that? 

Would most believers even give buggery all that much 
thought if the gay rights movement was simply about what 
one did in the privacy of one's home? Seems to me, activist 
gays are the ones trying to get up in everyone's business as 
they attempt to penetrate the media, education, and now 
even ecclesiastical institutions. 

Opposition to such perversities should not become the 
sole focus of any balanced ministry. Christ died for these 
individuals also and one wants to avoid becoming unhinged 
like the Fred Phelps cult. But if the churches of America 
are not going to stand up for the traditional family and 
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marriage as being between a man and woman as the only 
legitimate form of marriage out of fear of whom they might 
offend, then they might as well empty the baptismal font 
and close up shop. For if they do deny the true nature of 
these fundamental human relationships, it won't be long 
until the true nature of the God that instituted them will be 
denied as well. 

In the opening of his article, Albrecht laments the 
"mudslinging and negative rhetoric that ridiculed 
'Democrats' and lavished unadulterated praise on all things 
Republican." Of this, the discerning Christian must ask was 
this an outright political endorsement of a particular 
candidate or party (as today I have a hard time imaging 
there are that many pastors with that much of a spine left 
willing to jeopardize their tax exempt status). A friend 
relayed to me how he was pressured to drop the word 
"liberal" from an article written for the newsletter of what is 
supposed to be an Independent Baptist Church. 

If believers and churches can no longer mention in a 
nonpartisan context where the Christian faith lines up with 
the conservative Republican agenda nor condemn those 
things traditionally thought of as being more liberal 
Democrat in nature, how much longer until we are 
counseled by those whose fortunes and notoriety are 
derived from holding lucrative positions of ecclesiastical 
leadership to downplay more fundamental aspects of the 
Christian faith? Already, operatives of Rev. Moon have 
convinced a number of churches to remove crosses. Those 
caving so easily will no doubt next downplay the need to be 
saved from our sins and eventually the need for Jesus as 
Lord and Savior all together. 

However, don't think Albrecht is calling for the complete 
expunging of politics from the socio-ecclesiastical 
enterprise all together. For the influence he would see taken 
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out of the hands of conservatives, he gladly places in the 
hands of more liberal causes. 

In a bullet point list of what he perceives as the errors of 
more conservative or traditional congregations, Albrecht 
writes in a flippant attempt at humor, "Don't worry about 
the environment, the poor, or global warming — those 
liberal, do-gooder churches have programs for those kinds 
of things." 

What Albrecht is criticizing here are believers who do not 
necessarily think spending more money and who do not 
think more government intervention into our lives is going 
to solve certain problems, that things are as bad as elites 
would have us believe, or think that people do not 
necessarily bear some responsibility for their own problems. 

As to the poor, it has been my experience that often the 
most conservative or Fundamentalist of churches of the "old 
school" variety probably spend larger percentages of their 
overall incomes on missions and outreach to the individual 
poor in their immediate vicinity than more leftist 
evangelical and mainline churches that probably spend a 
greater percentage on making sure everyone else sees what 
they are supposedly doing for the poor. 

As to the environment and global warming, frankly the 
jury is still out on this issue as to the following reasons. (1) 
Does global warming actually exist? (2) If it does, what is 
its exact cause? So by edicts handed down from on high 
without these questions being answered, does this mean the 
average person should forfeit much of their physical 
mobility just because of some whim of someone further up 
the bureaucratic hierarchy? 

Of course, such restrictions do not apply to the self- 
appointed such as Greg Albrecht. Such figures are so much 
more important than the rest of us as we Neanderthals 
would be lost without such guidance. 
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As to both the environment and poverty, it is 
questionable that mass scale approaches are the best 
approach for solving these issues. Often the aide sent to 
Africans ends up hindering their plight. 

Likewise, the best way to save the environment is not by 
necessarily cordoning it off into untouchable preserves and 
by regulating the life out of property to the point where one 
cannot do anything with it. Most sane people tend to care 
for something best when they are the ones that own it and 
have the largest say in how it is used. 

While no Christian in his right mind advocates dirty 
water, to a growing number of Evangelicals this concern for 
the environment goes beyond keeping trash off the shoulder 
of the highway. Though I cannot speak to Greg Albrecht's 
views on the Afterlife, from one of the snippy remarks 
made in his sarcastic bullet points one could come away 
with the impression that he is trodding dangerously close to 
embracing some of the assumptions of the Emergent 
Church crowd that the Kingdom of God is not so much a 
promise of a new Heaven and a new Earth but the 
continuation of this one in its current state. Frankly, if this 
world is all we've got, Christianity is a big waste of time 
and those snookered into it deserve a refund. 

The hyperpious might begin to hyperventilate at such a 
bold proclamation; however, it is essentially a Biblical 
sentiment. I Corinthians 15:19 says, “If in this life only we 
have hope in Christ, we are of all men most miserable.” 

One can deduce that Albrecht and those of like mind in 
the Emergent, Purpose Driven, and Church Growth 
movements don't place all that much importance upon the 
Afterlife. For while certain eras of Church History such as 
the Middle Ages often placed too much emphasis on what 
comes next, these contemporary theologies don't emphasize 
it nearly enough. 
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In his tongue-in-cheek bullet points, Albrecht writes, 

"You need to believe in the hottest hell with billions being 
tortured. And you need to believe in the Rapture, the time 
when members of your church (at least those who are in 
good standing) escape hell on earth. Some call this time 
'The Tribulation' — a time when so many who richly 
deserve it will 'get their's'." 

Sincere souls can disagree about the sequence of some of 
these foretold events. However, what they cannot do is 
deny that one day there will be some kind of ultimate 
accounting. 

Though it has changed considerably, as a leader in the 
Worldwide Church Of God, frankly, Albrecht ought to be 
the last one to criticize an interest in eschatology as his sect 
or denomination was at one time infamous for their 
obsession with the topic. But like a former glutton that has 
lost all kinds of weight now telling everyone else that they 
eat too much, Albrecht condemns as a fanatic anyone daring 
to suggest that there is an eerily increasing similarity 
between certain portions of Scripture such as Daniel, 
Thessalonians, and Revelation and certain political and 
technological developments. 

Often those that run in Emergent Church circles foment 
the assumption that the image of a God of justice and wrath 
is somehow at odds with the image of God as a God of love. 
It is because He is a God of love and mercy that He must 
also be a God of justice and wrath. 

The prospect of no eternal punishment for those outside 
the parameters by which God allows men to be saved 
(namely believing that one's own good is insufficient to 
accomplish this and only belief in the Lord Jesus Christ is 
going to get one through the Pearly Gates) in fact actually 
tarnishes those gates and makes the streets of Heaven all the 
more dim. For if God ends up letting anyone in irrespective 
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of whether or not they are sorry for what they did even 
though God was willing to go to the extent of sacrificing 
His only begotten Son in order to make a spot for them with 
Him in eternity, that would make for a very weak God. 

Though we as human beings have an innate tendency to 
avoid pain at all costs even if it means denying its existence, 
that does not eliminate it if we are unwilling to take the 
necessary steps. For example, if someone diagnosed with a 
horrible disease simply decides to say the disease is the 
result of an uneducated and overactive imagination, that is 
not going to prevent it from ravaging the patient's body. 

Then why do Modernist, Postmodernist, and Emergent 
theologians waltzing along the ledges of apostasy keep 
thinking that wishing away Hell's flames is going to make 
them any cooler? It has been estimated that Jesus spoke 
more about Hell than He did Heaven. Therefore, if we are to 
say that on this matter He is just plain wrong, then why are 
we to turn around and assume He's anymore correct about 
Heaven, His coming kingdom, or even the forgiveness of 
sins? 

As to whether or not some Christians are vindictive about 
Hell has no bearing as to its existence. To say that it does is 
akin to saying the police department should be abolished 
entirely and criminals allowed to pillage through the streets 
simply because a few officers have abused the powers that 
have been vested in them. 

It is only because the most orthodox of Christians believe 
that Hell as an actual place of torment exists that it seems to 
play such a prominent role in conservative theologies of 
varying stripes. While as fallen human beings it is easy 
from time to time for our anger to get the best of us and to 
wish someone that has ticked us off into that dreaded realm, 
those on the right side of the theological continuum do not 
emphasize the reality of Hell out of some perverse desire to 
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see the unrepentant tossed into the Abyss but rather so that 
the greatest number might be able to avoid this destination 
of unimaginable torment. 

Thus in recap, among Evangelicals such as Albrecht 
wanting to look cool in the eyes of the world, Heaven is 
downplayed in favor of a utopian kingdom. Relatedly, Hell 
is downplayed for fear of casting bad PR on a loving God 
and because it makes the unbelieving uncomfortable. Kind 
of makes you wonder the point of giving one's life to Christ 
if some saintly grandmother that loved the Lord her entire 
life is going to endure the same fate as Adolf Hitler or 
Joseph Stalin since it is highly doubtful these genocidal 
reprobates pleaded for mercy on the Blood of Christ before 
leaving this world. 

Over the past few decades, at times Evangelicals have 
taken political activism to extents that can understandably 
cause concern among the discerning. However, to 
disengage to the extent some now suggest would also prove 
equally disastrous. 

Pecksniffs Of Providence: The Misunderstood 
Calling Of Christian Media 

Though perhaps not always appreciated outside the 
bounds of the Christian community, those pursuing more 
traditional forms of Christian ministry such as preaching or 
counseling hold a place of respect within the church 
attributable to the dignity of their positions. However, those 
finding it their mission to proclaim the truths of Christianity 
through the outlets of the mass media often find themselves 
as castigated among believers as they are from without. 

Part of this disdain usually stems from certain 
misunderstandings as to the nature of the Christian religion. 

One common complaint often arises when Christians in 
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media are required to present and disseminate information 
regarding less than pleasant realities or discuss the 
implications of said events and ideas. 

Christians in mass communications, as a result, are 
accused of fostering a negative tone. They are then 
admonished to take a "distinctively Christian approach to 
the news" or "work to supply ... a uniquely Christian news 
flow." 

Usually this means either mimicking the spin taken by 
more traditional secular news sources or confining one's 
coverage to more acceptable religious fair such as 
bakesales, choir robes, and sermons so inoffensive in nature 
as to be devoid of any real theological content. 

Employing such a standard, the Bible itself would have 
to be tossed out with the other offending publications. 

John 8:32 says, "And ye shall know the truth, and the 
truth shall make you free." Biblical figures did not embrace 
this notion in some abstract sense without any bearing on 
everyday life. 

The prophet Nathan did not hide behind the false 
distinction between the public and private lives of 
government officials when criticizing King David's 
shortcomings with Bathsheba. Paul did not back down from 
the Athenians on the Acropolis or the Jews on the 
Sanhedrin. 

It may come as a surprise, but not all criticism of 
rigorous Christian and Conservative media stems from the 
leftwing of the theological and ideological spectrum. A 
great deal is in fact generated by those classifying 
themselves as Fundamentalists. 

Even though he does not usually address issues 
considered distinctively religious in nature, Rush 
Limbaugh's social and political philosophies are close 
enough to those regularly found among civically engaged 
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Evangelicals that many of the criticisms leveled against this 
particular radio personality by Fundamentalist researcher 
David Cloud in his O'Timothy magazine and website readily 
apply to Christian mass communicators who address issues 
of the day in their publications and broadcasts. 

David Cloud argues that Rush Limbaugh is in violation 
of Scripture by disrespecting and stirring up discontent 
against divinely appointed rulers. 

In support of his case, Cloud quotes verses such as Titus 
3:1-2 among others which says, "Put them in mind to be 
subject to principalities and powers, to obey magistrates, to 
be ready to every good work. To speak evil of no man..." As 
well as from I Peter 2:13 which says, "Submit yourselves to 
every ordinance of man, for the Lord's sake; whether it be 
the king, as supreme; or unto governors, as unto them that 
are sent by him for punishment of evildoers." 

To utilize these verses in condemnation of Conservative 
media is to misunderstand the nature of the current 
American political system. 

Those opposed to Christian social and political 
engagement often point out that these passages were written 
at the time of the Roman Empire. But in all due respect, 
what of it? 

The United States is a completely different political 
animal. In the Roman Empire, power and authority were 
vested in the Emperor. In the United States, the people have 
assented to place final authority in the Constitution. The 
President, members of Congress, judges, and an increasing 
array of public officials manning the bureaucracy are 
merely servants under the Constitution and answerable to 
the American people through the Constitution, a major 
clause of which guarantees the citizen the right of free 
speech. 

Rush Limbaugh and his fellow conservative media 
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personalities are in no sense undermining authority duly 
constituted in the American context. 

According to Marvin Olasky in Telling the Truth: How to 
Revitalize Christian Journalism, such writers are practicing 
a craft that can be traced in this country back to the days of 
the Puritan forefathers. 

One early American commentator steeped in the Judeo- 
Christian worldview Olasky quotes sounds strikingly 
similar to one of the many cogent conservative voices one 
might find along the radio dial or on the editorial page in 
our own day. William Leggett wrote in the New York 
Evening Post during the 1830's regarding government 
redistribution schemes, "A government administered on 
such a policy may be called a Government of Equal rights, 
but it is in its nature and essence a disguised despotism." 

It has been said that one ought not unnecessarily discover 
the sins of others. However, it becomes one's obligation to 
expose these transgressions when they hit one's pocket book 
or come to impact the physical and/or moral well-being of 
one's family or country. 

If anything, the actions of mass communicators taking 
these kinds of stands are more in compliance with the moral 
order than those taken by government officials who 
transcend the bounds of their delineated authority in the 
pursuit of individual aggrandizement or the imposition of 
freedom-curtailing ideologies. 

If Conservative and Evangelical mass communicators are 
to refrain from criticizing government leaders since to do so 
would be speaking evil in violation of I Peter 2, then by 
what right does a pastor have to chastise the shortcomings 
of the congregation? Like the pastor calling for a return to 
righteous living, the commentator is simply admonishing 
wayward officials to return to the principles of just 
leadership. 
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Critics of Evangelical cultural involvement have also 
failed in understanding the multifaceted threat faced by 
Christianity for the soul of America. David Cloud asserts in 
the O' Timothy article, "Limbaugh does not understand the 
root problems with America's ills, which are spiritual and 
moral rather than political." 

The assessment of the nature of the problem is correct, 
but it fails to account for the fact that the nature of 
totalitarianism is to infect and smother all areas of 
existence. Under this system of social organization, those 
involved with the administration of political affairs take it 
upon themselves to exert control over those aspects of 
existence considered more spiritual in nature. 

Limbaugh and others like him do not necessarily 
advocate political answers to nonpolitical problems. What 
they do insist upon is for political leaders to disentangle 
themselves from other social spheres and to return to 
America's founding principles. 

David Cloud continues, "The Christian's primary 
business is to preach the Word of God to the ends of the 
earth and to be ready for Christ's return." He also adds that 
what we need are preachers and not radio entertainers. 

Such statements reveal the kind of ignorance regarding 
the nature of Christian and Conservative media and mass 
communications alluded to earlier. It also exhibits a serious 
failure in realizing that not everyone is called to promote 
God's message in the same way. 

Ephesians 4:11 says, "And he gave some, apostles; and 
some, prophets; and some, evangelists; and some, pastors 
and teachers." 

While it is the duty of every Christian to promote the 
saving message of Jesus in their own way, not everyone is 
to do it in the same way. Broadcast personalities and print 
correspondents can address topics and issues not necessarily 
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appropriate coming from behind a pulpit such as the threats 
posed by terrorism or the intricacies of education policy but 
that do have bearing on the implications of God's will for 
man in the world. 

Even though Christ's return is imminent in that it can 
occur at any time, there is a world to occupy and evil to 
hold at bay in the meantime. Certain Christians excuse their 
social quietism on the grounds that prophecy predicts 
conditions will grow increasingly more evil. Did they ever 
stop to think such foretold apostasy was the result of 
Evangelicals abandoning the culture willy-nilly to the 
forces of the adversary without a fight? 

This self-imposed dichotomy between the sacred and the 
profane advocated by certain brands of fundamentalism was 
not the position taken by the Protestant Reformers who saw 
all of creation and culture as part of God's handiwork to be 
enjoyed by His children. 

Therefore, all labor undertaken in His honor was to be as 
equally important. Be it as a farmer behind the plow or as a 
preacher in the pulpit. Somewhere along this spectrum there 
must be room for Christian commentators, broadcasters, 
and journalists who look to both the concrete realities of 
this earthly life as well as to the eternal principles by which 
the affairs of the universe are governed. 
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